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Abstract
Studying hurricane preparedness among the Resident Assistants (RAs) and
Residence Life Coordinators (RLCs) at Louisiana State University (LSU) is imperative to
assure that the university housing staff is fully equipped when faced with an oncoming
threat. This study seeks to fill a gap in research by investigating the influences of
preparedness on student housing employees. A survey was developed and the measures
were found to be coherent and internally reliable through the use of factor analysis.
Based on theory and previous literature, a linear regression model was developed that
quantified the relationship between the independent variable of preparedness and general
knowledge, past experience, preparation anxiety, threat anxiety, amount of time as a
housing employee, amount of time living in Baton Rouge, location of primary address,
gender, ethnicity, and car access. Only general knowledge and preparation anxiety were
found to influence the preparedness construct significantly (at the 5 percent level).
Demographic factors did not influence hurricane preparedness levels of housing staff
employees. Results suggest that the university acts as a buffer to student populations
from typical vulnerabilities that the regular population experiences in disaster scenarios.
This research could be applicable to other university housing staff employees who work
at a university that may be frequently impacted by hurricanes.

vii

1.0 Introduction
Studying hurricane preparedness among the Resident Assistants (RAs) and
Residence Life Coordinators (RLCs) at Louisiana State University (LSU) is imperative to
assure that the university and housing staff are fully equipped when faced with an
oncoming threat. At LSU, there are nearly 5,851 on-campus residents (LSU Office of
Budget and Planning 2011). Of the 5,851 students, many demographic susceptibilities
are represented: students who are international, minorities, and of traditional age (18-23)
could exhibit vulnerabilities during a storm. Many on-campus students may not be from
areas that are impacted by hurricanes; therefore, the less-experienced residents may rely
heavily on the housing staff for direction on hurricane preparation and evacuation.
Previous research has suggested that student populations are protected from the
typical demographic susceptibilities that affect the rest of society (Willigen et al. 2005).
Although students may be shielded from certain demographic susceptibilities, students
are still victim to psychological pitfalls in risk perception (Howe 2009). The best way for
the residence staff to be protected from psychological pitfalls and to be fully equipped for
the onset of a hurricane is through capability maintenance activities like drilling and
reinforcing each person's duties and responsibilities during a hurricane scenario
(McLoughlin 1985; Perry et al. 2003).
On August 26, 2012, a hurricane watch was in effect for Louisiana (National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Association 2012). By 1:00 AM on August 30, 2012, the eye
of Hurricane Isaac was 10 miles west of Baton Rouge (NOAA 2012; Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1: Location of Hurricane Isaac on August 30, 2012 at 1 AM CDT.
(http://www.nhc.noaa.gov/archive/2012/graphics/al09/loop_5W.shtml)
Hurricane Isaac's track towards the coast of Louisiana and Baton Rouge provided
an opportunity to gauge the LSU housing staff's level of knowledge regarding hurricane
preparedness through putting their capability maintenance to practical use. Although
conducting a study on the hurricane preparedness of RAs at LSU soon after Isaac can
present challenges such as differentiating pre-and-post-Hurricane Isaac preparedness
levels, this study will take into account the influences of Hurricane Isaac on skewing the
housing staff's typical preparedness levels.

1.1 Disasters: Defining the Catalyst
A disaster is a specific event, isolated to a particular spatiotemporal scale, which
disrupts normal social activities and causes physical harm to victims (Kreps 1995;
McEntire 2001).

Disasters must impact "business-as-usual" activities, and require

2

mitigation efforts prior, during, and after the event takes place (Kreps 1995; McEntire
2001). Disasters can be derived from natural, sociopolitical, and technological sources.
The focus of this research will be on natural disasters - specifically, hurricanes. There is
much debate over what constitutes a disaster because there is not an established threshold
that can be used as a reference (Kreps 1995; McEntire 2001). Many people deem
hurricanes, tornadoes, and floods as the disasters, but these events are simply the catalysts
to the disasters. A disaster is composed of the catalyst that takes place, and the degree of
impact is determined by the vulnerabilities present at the site of impact (Kreps 1995;
McEntire 2001). Vulnerabilities include susceptibility (social, economic, and political
factors), geophysical risk, resilience, and resistance (Kreps 1995; McEntire 2001;
Chakraborty et al. 2005; Cutter et al. 2010). The natural catalyst or "triggering agent" is
not controllable by humans, while the vulnerabilities that exist in the landscape are the
responsibility of humans (Kreps 1995; McEntire 2001; Chakraborty et al. 2005). Much
hazard management research focuses on mitigation efforts to ameliorate vulnerabilities
that increase the devastating effects of disasters (McLoughlin 1985; Morrow 1999;
McEntire et al. 2003; Pearce 2003; Perry and Lindell 2003; Laska and Morrow 2006).
Specific parameters are used to describe disasters. The first parameter - length of
forewarning - describes the time lapse between when the catalyst is identified and when
the catalyst actually takes place in the geographic region of interest (Kreps 1995).
Length of forewarning is an important parameter because lengthier forewarnings, like in
the case of an impending hurricane, can allow for better preparation, mitigation, and
effective evacuation planning. Catalysts that have short or no forewarning, like with
tornadoes and earthquakes, are often much more devastating because there is not enough
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time for mitigation and safety efforts to be carried out (Kreps 1995). Magnitude and
scope of impact are two parameters that define the physical intensity and the social and
geographic extent of impact, respectively (Kreps 1995). Magnitude of impact is often
described by a scale. The Saffir-Simpson Scale (1-5) measures wind intensity of a
hurricane and is the basic index for gauging hurricane strength. Lower values on the
scale reflect less intense storms, and higher values indicate more intense storms (Kreps
1995). The last parameter - duration of impact - describes the length of time that the
catalyst takes place. When all other factors are constant, the longer a catalyst is in effect,
the more devastating the impacts will be due to exposure to the hazard (Kreps 1995;
Howe 2009).
There has been much evolution in the perception of disasters.

Originally,

disasters were viewed as "acts of God" that were inevitable and unpreventable by humans
(McEntire 2001). Over time, disasters were identified as devastating events from natural
origins such as earthquakes, hurricanes, floods, and wildfires (McEntire 2001). Now, a
paradigm shift is taking place in how disasters are viewed. A holistic approach that
combines human and natural causes of disasters is readily adopted by hazard researchers;
while the catalysts of disasters are viewed as natural and inevitable, the vulnerabilities
that intensify or reduce the impacts of disasters are considered to be anthropogenic
(Morrow 1999; McEntire 2001; Chakraborty et al. 2005; Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe
2009).
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1.2 Vulnerability and Risk: The Degree of Impact
As mentioned above, vulnerabilities and geophysical risk are anthropocentric
variables that intensify or reduce the impacts of disasters (Kreps 1995; Morrow 1999;
McEntire 2001; Chakraborty et al. 2005; Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe 2009). The
overall level of vulnerability depends on susceptibility, resilience, and resistance
(McEntire 2001). Geophysical risk describes the proximity from the disaster catalyst. In
the case of hurricanes, geophysical risk is caused by building on barrier islands and too
closely to the coast. An important aspect of vulnerability and risk is to realize that they
are not mutually exclusive (Morrow 1999; McEntire 2001; Chakraborty et al. 2005;
Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe 2009). Geophysical risk, susceptibility, resilience, and
resistance act simultaneously, influence each other, and have different degrees of impact
on vulnerability (Morrow 1999; McEntire 2001; Chakraborty et al. 2005; Laska and
Morrow 2006; Howe 2009).

As a result, quantifying vulnerability is very difficult

(McEntire 2001; Chakraborty et al. 2005). The components of vulnerability and how
they relate to hurricanes are outlined in the following sections.
1.2.1 SUSCEPTIBILITY
Susceptibility involves social, economic, cultural, demographic, and political
factors that make specific groups of people more vulnerable during a disaster (McEntire
2001). A large movement of research has focused on vulnerability and susceptibility of
different groups of people (Morrow 1999; McEntire 2001; Chakraborty et al. 2005; Laska
and Morrow 2006; Howe 2009; Cutter et al. 2010).

Susceptibility can exist on an

individual basis due to risk perception and psychological factors, and it also extends to
large groups of people with similar social, economic, demographic, or cultural
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compositions (Morrow 1999; McEntire 2001; Chakraborty et al. 2005; Laska and
Morrow 2006; Howe 2009; Cutter et al. 2010).
1.2.1.1 Demographic Susceptibility
1.2.1.1.1 Poverty
Poverty is a characteristic that makes populations very susceptible to the effects of
disasters, such as hurricanes. A lack of resources prevents economically disadvantaged
people from investing in mitigation efforts such as purchasing storm shutters, insurance,
and stocking up on extra food (Morrow 1999; McEntire 2001; Laska and Morrow 2006).
Evacuation may not be an option because a family may not have the monetary resources
or a vehicle to do so (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006). Once a hurricane passes,
many economically disadvantaged people are left homeless because their dwellings were
built in vulnerable locations; in the case of Hurricane Katrina, many lower income houses
were located in areas with the lowest elevations (Morrow 1999; McEntire 2001; Laska
and Morrow 2006). Not only is low-income housing located in vulnerable regions, but
the quality of the dwellings is often substandard due to a higher presence of mobile
homes and older, poorly-built homes (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006).
Recovery for poorer populations is much slower than the wealthier because they do not
have sufficient money to rebuild and repair homes (Morrow 1999). In addition, jobs are
unstable for the poor and there is a high likelihood that many businesses that employ
unskilled labor may not reopen after hurricanes. Even during clean-up, there are often
not employment opportunities for the poor because outside labor is usually brought in for
recovery efforts (Morrow 1999).
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1.2.1.1.2 Race
Minorities are very susceptible to experience higher risk from disasters because
they often live in geographic areas with inferior dwellings and lack of political power
(Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe 2009). Lower-income neighborhoods
with minorities often receive inadequate insurance payouts and are last to receive disaster
response (Laska and Morrow 2006), while white and prominent neighborhoods are more
likely to receive disaster relief first because they have greater political power (Laska and
Morrow 2006; Howe 2009). In addition, minorities who are not native to the United
States lack family and social networks to draw upon during evacuation. Furthermore,
many minorities may lack adequate fluency of the English language to understand the
degree of threat an impending hurricane possesses (Morrow 1999; Olofsson 2007).
Others may be illegal immigrants who fear exposing themselves despite their need for
help. In the case of Hurricane Katrina, many Hispanic victims refused to seek help in
fear of deportation (Dyson 2006).
1.2.1.1.2 Gender
Gender leads to variation in susceptibility due to differences in risk perception
and financial stability (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe 2009). In general,
women are more cautious, while men are more prone to risky behavior (Laska and
Morrow 2006). However, after hurricanes have hit, women can also find themselves in
hazardous situations when they return to the home to try to continue normal family duties
in damaged surroundings (Laska and Morrow 2006). Due to the stress associated with
post-hurricane mitigation, women are often victims of increased domestic violence and
post-traumatic stress (Laska and Morrow 2006). From a financial standpoint, households
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that are headed by women are usually poor compared to the national average and are
more susceptible to hurricane risks: single-mother households often do not have funds for
evacuation, supplies, and mitigation efforts (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006;
Howe 2009). The white-male effect (Howe 2009) summarizes these points: usually
white males rate their susceptibility to risk lower, while minority women have increased
perceived risk in disaster situations because they are already subject to many other social
injustices (Howe 2009). Kirschenbaum (2006) found that single-father households are
more likely to acquire necessary supplies and invest time in planning. On the other hand,
single-mother households are more likely to invest in protection measures like sealed
rooms and shelters and emergency skills.
1.2.1.1.3 Age and Disabilities
Age and disabilities are important characteristics to assess in vulnerability
research because many of the elderly, children, and disabled require assistance and
special needs during disasters (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe 2009). A
high ratio of dependents-to-caregivers creates susceptibility because evacuation and
buying supplies is difficult for a large family (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006).
It is common for families with many dependents to be financially constrained under
normal circumstances, and the arrival of a hurricane may quickly drain their limited
financial resources (Morrow 1999). The elderly are especially vulnerable due to their
health conditions because the evacuation process can be very physically and emotionally
demanding for fragile members of the population (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow
2006; Aldrich and Benson 2008). The elderly are often dependent on other people for
assistance to evacuate, to prepare their houses for the hurricane, and to restore their
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homes after the storm hits (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006; Aldrich and Benson
2008).

The disabled members of the population have similar issues as the elderly

because they are also dependent on others for special assistance during preparation,
evacuation, and clean-up (Laska and Morrow 2006). Elderly and disabled people also
need to evacuate to a refuge that can accommodate their health needs, such as one
equipped with breathing machines, air conditioning, medication, and general medical and
personal assistance (Laska and Morrow 2006).
1.2.1.1.4 Social Networks
Family networks are important during disasters because people often evacuate to
a friend or family’s home that is located farther inland (Morrow 1999; Matyas et al.
2011). Also, networks are useful because people can share transportation and supplies
during evacuation (Morrow 1999).

Non-native minorities, students, tourists, and

transients are vulnerable during hurricanes due to the absence of social networks. Fastgrowing communities with a large influx of non-local residents are especially susceptible
(Morrow 1999). Non-local minorities lack networks because they are not native to the
area (Morrow 1999). Students and tourists are of special concern because they often
reside in other parts of the country and may not have local friends and family with whom
to seek refuge (Mulilis et al. 2000; Matyas et al. 2011). On-campus resident students
have built-in networks from housing staff: most universities have disaster management
plans to ensure that their students find a safe haven (Mulilis et al. 2000; Matyas et al.
2011).
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1.2.1.1.5 Tenancy
Tenancy is an important susceptibility variable because non-homeowners are
often more vulnerable to hurricanes than the general population (Mulilis et al. 2000;
Laska and Morrow 2006). Renters may feel that they have less control over the stability
and condition of their home, preparing the home for the hurricane, and the punctuality
that their home is repaired following storm damages (Laska and Morrow 2006). Because
tenants do not have direct influence over the condition of their home, renters develop an
attitude of helplessness (Mulilis et al. 2000). According to Lazarus’ theory of coping
(Mulilis et al. 2000), individuals who feel they have adequate resources in terms of
quality and quantity will engage in more preparation measures before the onset of a
disaster (Mulilis et al. 2000). Ownership over a home is associated with feelings of
responsibility, and this leads to owners feeling that they hold the power over preparing
their dwelling for disasters (Mulilis et al. 2000). There is a positive correlation between
the level of resource adequacy and feelings of control; the more sufficient one’s resources
are, the more responsibility that individual take because they feel they have the ability to
do so (Mulilis et al. 2000). The theory of coping was illustrated by a study which
revealed that tenants and students tend to have a greater feeling of powerlessness in
disaster mitigation of their dwelling, while homeowners are much more likely to mitigate
their homes prior to storms (Mulilis et al. 2000; Laska and Morrow 2006).
1.2.1.2 Psychological Susceptibility
1.2.1.2.1 Conservation of Resources Stress Model
The conservation of resources stress model has been used as a theoretical
approach to determine what psychological components lead to preparedness. According
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to the model, ideally individuals acquire resources in order to enhance their self-benefit
(Sattler et al. 2000). Specific resources that are outlined by the model include object
resources, condition resources, personal characteristic resources, and energy resources
(Sattler et al. 2000). Object resources include the possession of a car, home, or other
physical resources. Condition resources are those that are obtained through social roles
like marriage and employment.

Personal characteristic resources are self-esteem,

knowledge, and talents. Last, energy resources refer to monetary or insurance resources
(Sattler et al. 2000). According to the conservation of resources stress model, any loss,
threat of loss, or lack of resource gain after an investment has been made lead to
enhanced stressed levels (Sattler et al. 2000). The model also takes into account any
resource gains that may occur. In the case of disasters, interactions with disasters may
enhance an individual's experience and knowledge. When an individual acquires new
resources from experience, he will have an enhanced level of self-efficacy (Sattler et
al.2000).
The warning and response model interacts with the conservation or resources and
stress model. The warning and response model suggests that an individual will take
preparedness precautions if they have the resources to do so, if the disaster is posing a
significant enough risk, and taking action is feasible (Sattler et al. 2000).
1.2.1.2.2 Mental Shortcuts
According to the models described above and the expected utility theory, an
“economic person” faced with a problem is going to act in a way that maximizes one’s
utility (Mongin 1997; Howe 2009). This is an idealistic model that says an individual
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acts strictly based on what is perceived to provide the greatest benefit (utility; Mongin
1997; Howe 2009). However, humans do not necessarily act this way in reality. Human
decision-making during a moment of crisis is heavily influenced by emotions and
irrational thought processes due to information limitations (Mongin 1997; Caplin and
Leahy 2001; Howe 2009).
During a disaster, people will be forced to make quick decisions with a limited
knowledge base. When people have limited knowledge, they use mental “short-cuts” to
arrive at a decision (Tversky and Kahneman 1974; Howe 2009). These “short-cuts” can
lead to risky and irrational decision-making that can endanger one’s safety. Such “shortcuts” are the result of anchoring, availability, and representativeness (Tversky and
Kahneman 1974; Howe 2009). Anchoring occurs when an individual relies too heavily
on one piece of information. Anchoring can cause problems when new information is
being acquired because new information will not be weighted as heavily in an
individual’s mind as previous information, especially when new information is
contradictory to previously-held notions (Tversky and Kahneman 1974; Howe 2009).
Availability refers to the availability of a risk scenario in an individual’s memory.
In other words, when a disaster is more familiar to an individual, he/she sees that disaster
as riskier.

As a result, individuals may overweigh the probability of an infrequent

disaster occurring. Constant footage of disasters in the media can contribute to this
amplification in a person’s memory. In contrast, someone who cannot recall a recent
disaster in his memory may under-weigh the probability of a disaster occurring (Tversky
and Kahneman 1974; Howe 2009).
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Representativeness is a type of stereotyping that people use when they make
decisions. Often, an individual may incorrectly feel that the probability of a disaster
occurring will be lower if one has already recently occurred. In reality, of course, the
likelihood of two temporally close events occurring is no less or more likely than the
occurrence of one isolated event. An individual may be a victim to this fallacy when an
intense hurricane has recently taken place (Tversky and Kahneman 1974; Howe 2009).
1.2.1.2.3 Optimism Bias
A major psychological pitfall that increases vulnerability is the optimism bias.
People have an illusion of control because they think that bad things will not happen to
them (Sattler et al. 2000; Howe 2009). If a disaster seems more risky, uncontrollable,
and dangerous, then an individual may feel compelled to take precautionary action
(Sattler et al. 2000). Risk perception has been found to be positively associated with
preparation measures (Miceli et al. 2000). But when an individual does take action,
he/she may only make a limited mitigation effort or take only one precaution, known as
single-action bias (Howe 2009). This limited effort gives an individual a false sense of
hope and a perceived sense of control that does not truly exist (Howe 2009). Overall,
individuals with high risk perception are likely to only make the most immediate and
easiest preparations (Kirschenbaum 2005).
1.2.1.2.4 Past Experience and Memory Biases
A study conducted by Sattler et al. (2000) in Charleston, South Carolina, sought
to find the effect of exposure to multiple hurricanes (Hurricanes Hugo in 1989, Emily in
1993, and Fran in 1996) on preparedness levels. The study found that past experience
with Hurricane Hugo increased preparedness levels for individuals during Hurricane
Emily, but had no influence on predicting preparedness levels for individuals during
13

Hurricane Fran (Sattler et al. 2000).

These results suggest that experience is only

influential on predicting preparedness if the two events occur closely in time; the distress
symptoms associated with past experience tend to erode over time (Sattler et al. 2000).
This tendency can be viewed as a memory bias in preparation. In addition, Sattler et al.
(2000) found that individuals who were surveyed for the Fran study were on average
much younger than the Emily population. This difference in age of the two populations
could have led to differences in past experience predicting preparedness. The younger
individuals in the Fran study were only adolescents when Hugo hit Charleston, and they
were possibly buffered from the mental distress from the hurricane impacts (Sattler et al.
2000). Adolescents are less likely to feel mental distress compared to adults because
adolescents are not caregivers or financially responsible during recovery (Sattler et al.
2000). However, the majority of the population in the Emily study was adults during
Hurricane Hugo and most likely remembered the distress of the recovery process.
On the contrary, another study conducted by Rincon et al. (2001) found that past
experience with Hurricane Andrew did not impact preparedness levels for a study
population in Miami. However, Rincon et al. (2001) did not take into consideration that
the population who was not present in Miami during Hurricane Andrew could have
gained experience with hurricanes other than Andrew when they did not live in Miami.
Also, Rincon et al. (2001) did not take into consideration that the populations were
sampled from a hospital and did not include lower-income participants. In other words,
because the study was conducted on parents in the pediatrics sector of a hospital, only
people with health insurance were surveyed. Past experience with Andrew may have
predicted preparedness levels for individuals who had lower income levels.

14

To summarize, an individual’s experience regarding a disaster can either enhance
or reduce vulnerability (Howe 2009). Personal experience and increased knowledge
about a disaster have been found to both decrease and increase an individual’s level of
anxiety (Caplin and Leahy 2001; Paton 2003; Howe 2009). It can be argued from one
perspective that when one knows what to expect, one's confidence level will be higher
and anxiety level lower due to knowledge and experience (Sattler et al. 2000). But a
counter-argument can claim that when individuals know what to expect from a disaster,
they will have increased anxiety due to negative past experiences and knowledge
associated with that disaster (Caplin and Leahy 2001; Paton 2003).
1.2.1.2.5 Disaster Education and Preparedness
In examining the relationship between disaster education and disaster
preparedness, Paton (2003) found that public hazard education can lead to decreased
perceived risks of disasters and may psychologically disassociate feelings of personal
responsibility for preparedness. In addition, Paton (2003) found that individuals who had
earthquake anxiety were less likely to take preparedness measures because they
deliberately ignored information in order to reduce anxiety.
1.2.1.2.6 Psychology of Non-victims
Individuals can increase their knowledge and experience with hurricanes through
second-hand interactions like volunteering. Volunteering is very common following a
natural disaster because disasters initiate altruistic feelings among individuals who are
not impacted by storms to help those in need (Michel 2007). Michel's study found a
positive relationship between level of education and feelings of personal responsibility
and number of volunteer hours at shelters (Michel 2007).
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1.2.2 RESISTANCE AND RESILIENCE
Resistance and resilience are interacting factors that contribute to an individual’s
and a community’s vulnerability in the face of a disaster (McEntire 2001; McEntire et al.
2003). Resistance simply refers to the state and effectiveness of an area’s infrastructure
to withstand a disaster (McEntire 2001; Laska and Morrow 2006). Communities that are
constructed to a higher quality, meet certain building codes, or are designed to
specifically withstand disasters like hurricanes will have better resistance (McEntire et al.
2003; Laska and Morrow 2006; Cutter et al. 2010).

For example, in the case of

Hurricane Katrina, the infrastructural resistance was inadequate due to the poor
conditions of the levees and the substandard housing stock (Laska and Morrow 2006).
Overall, the success of infrastructural resistance rests in the hands of planners, engineers,
and developers (McEntire et al. 2003).

Because resistance and resilience are two

contributing factors to vulnerability, they interact with risk, susceptibility, and each other.
Resistance is a component of vulnerability analysis that can be analyzed separately, or in
the context of resilience research, because resistance is a constituent of community
resilience (McEntire et al. 2003; Laska and Morrow 2006; Cutter et al. 2010).
Resilience is another heavily-studied aspect of vulnerability research because it
refers to the rate at which a community is able to recover effectively after a disaster
through the use of its own resources (McEntire 2001; Cutter et al. 2010). Resilience only
represents the coping capacity of a community to return to pre-disaster baselines rather
than its ability to mitigate future vulnerability (McEntire 2001; McEntire et al. 2003). To
measure a community’s resilience effectively, baseline conditions of the area must be
established before a disaster strikes (Cutter et al. 2010).
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A community’s resilience

depends on the strength of its social, economic, institution, infrastructural, and
community sectors (Cutter et al. 2010).
Social resilience is enhanced through a low population of elderly, disabled, and
non-native residents. Also, a population with increased vehicle, internet, and telephone
access will be better suited to recover following a disaster. In addition, cities with
increased educational equality and access to health insurance will also be an indication of
high social resilience (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe 2009; Cutter et al.
2010).
Economic resilience can be measured through housing capital, employment,
community business sizes, the percentage of homeowners, and percentage of female
participation in the labor force. More diverse economies are more economically resilient
following a disaster (Morrow 1999; Mulilis et al. 2000; Laska and Morrow 2006; Cutter
et al. 2010).
Institutional resilience is measured by the power and effectiveness of the local
government and leadership positions to mitigate the effects of disasters. Areas that are
covered by a disaster and hazard mitigation plan are classified as storm ready
communities. They have an engaging local constituency in the planning process and
have greater institutional resilience (McLoughlin 1985; McEntire et al. 2003; Pearce
2003; Perry and Lindell 2003; Palen et al. 2007; Cutter et al. 2010).
Infrastructural resilience is based heavily on a community’s resistance. While
resistance was discussed in detail earlier, here the ways to measure infrastructural
resilience are discussed. Indicators of infrastructural resilience are derived from the
quality of housing. Increased presence of mobile homes, older homes that were designed
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before the development of specific building codes, and substandard infrastructural
maintenance decrease a community’s coping ability after a hurricane (McEntire 2001;
Cutter et al. 2010).
Community capital is the least intuitive of the resilience indicators. A community
that has increased social connectivity through the presence of churches, self-help groups,
volunteer organizations, and other bonding and connection groups is likely to have
greater success with mitigation following a disaster. Communities that have greater
social connectivity are generally more likely to share resources during the recovery phase
(Laska and Morrow 2006; Cutter et al. 2010).
1.2.3 GEOPHYSICAL RISK
Geophysical risk, or proximity to the catalyst, is an important variable that
interacts with social vulnerabilities and can greatly increase the impact of the disaster
(Pearce 2003; Chakraborty et al. 2005; Howe 2009). For example, locations that are
closer to the landfall site of a hurricane (especially on the eastern side) and the coast are
at a greater risk for damage from winds, surge, and flooding (Chakraborty et al. 2005).
Geophysical risk in hurricanes is often anthropogenic in its origin due to coastal
development (Laska and Morrow 2006). Building along barrier islands, directly on the
coast, and in vulnerable flood zones has increased the geophysical risk of hurricanes
(Chakraborty et al. 2005; Laska and Marrow 2006). If development were concentrated at
locations farther inland, the geophysical risk of hurricanes on the human landscape would
be less detrimental (Chakraborty et al. 2005).
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1.3 Disaster Mitigation Management
The goal of mitigation is to take action that reduce the overall risk and
vulnerability of life and property from disasters (McLoughlin 1985).

Hazard

management is a relatively recent topic of mitigation and has quickly evolved in how it is
viewed, conducted, and distributed. The overall trend in disaster and hazard management
is toward a holistic approach that encompasses all levels of government, all sectors, and
is overall decentralized to meet the needs of local communities.
1.3.1 EVOLUTION OF THE GOALS OF DISASTER MANAGMENT
Disaster management was introduced in 1979 as Comprehensive Emergency
Management through the National Governor’s Association (McEntire et al. 2003). At
that time, disaster management placed all of the blame for destruction on natural
catalysts, and the responsibility of mitigation was limited to emergency managers
(McEntire et al. 2003).

Although Comprehensive Emergency Management did not

consider vulnerabilities in its activities, it was a positive start to the birth of hazard
management activities (McEntire et al. 2003).
The hazard management paradigm has shifted throughout the years.

After

Comprehensive Emergency Management, hazard management focused on the
development of disaster resistant and resilient communities. This method of management
only focused on infrastructural quality and building codes. Under this school of thought,
the responsibility of hazard management was placed on engineers, architects, and
planners (McEntire 2001; McEntire et al. 2003; Cutter et al. 2010). These methods of
viewing hazard management focused on recovery and did not address vulnerabilities and
risk (McEntire et al. 2003).
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Through much analysis and learning through experience, disaster management
has moved toward a much more holistic realm of thinking: disaster management is
addressed through Comprehensive Vulnerability Management (McEntire et al. 2003) -- a
holistic way to view hazard management. Comprehensive Vulnerability Management
focuses on developing integrated activities among different sectors that enhance
resistance and resilience while mitigating vulnerability (Christopolis et al. 2001;
McEntire et al. 2003). This approach focuses heavily on ameliorating social, political,
and environmental vulnerabilities in order for communities and individuals to withstand
disasters more successfully (Morrow 1999; McEntire et al. 2003; Laska and Morrow
2006).

Because vulnerabilities exist in inexhaustible amounts and are constantly

changing, it would be nearly impossible for one sector to be held responsible for
mitigation efforts (Christopolos et al. 2001). Disaster management is not something that
should be isolated to one department, but should be integrated into the overall goals of all
sectors and levels of government (Christopolos et al. 2001).
1.3.2 DECENTRALIZATION OF MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES
Although a holistic approach to disaster management is favored, specific
responsibilities and important duties at the federal, state, local, and individual levels are
still important. Overall, a notable shift toward decentralization of hazard management
responsibilities is taking place. The federal government still plays an important role in
terms of technological and financial assistance, but local governments and communities
are being given greater responsibility in planning and management (McLoughlin
1985).Emergency planning responsibilities at the local level are placed in the hands of the
mayor, city manager, city council, police, and fire departments (McLoughlin 1985). The
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local government and community are considered to be the most important level of
government in disaster mitigation because they are the individuals that are impacted by
disasters (Christopolos et al. 2001; Pearce 2003).

It does not make sense for a

community to adopt the plans of a distanced agency that lacks the local point-of-view of
what constitutes a disaster in a community (Christopolos et al. 2001; Pearce 2003).
Because local citizens are the first responders in a disaster situation before federal aid
arrives, their participation and power is crucial to hazard management (Pearce 2003;
Palen et al. 2007). Local citizens and government can establish grassroots forums to
increase social connectivity that is crucial to recovery efforts (Palen et al. 2007).
1.3.3 STEPS TO PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS
Before an emergency plan can be written and formulated, an analysis of the
disaster of interest must be conducted.

The hazard analysis should examine the

probability and intensity of the disaster of interest as well as the community resources
that will be at risk following the onset (McLoughlin 1985).

Following the hazard

analysis, a capability assessment is necessary to evaluate a community’s current
resources to combat the threat (McLoughlin 1985).

The emergency plan should

document response procedures, assign response responsibilities to specific persons and
departments, and specify when these activities will take place (McLoughlin 1985).
Written plans are imperative in disaster management, but the mere presence of a plan
does not indicate disaster preparedness (McLoughlin 1985; Perry et al. 2003).
Preparedness is indicated by the presence and operational functionality of systems
and procedures that enhance emergency response to a disaster (McLoughlin 1985; Perry
et al. 2003). Preparedness is sustained through capability maintenance (McLoughlin
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1985; Perry et al. 2003). Capability maintenance is upheld by updating emergency plans,
servicing equipment, and routinely training and drilling emergency and leadership
personnel (McLoughlin 1985; Perry et al. 2003). Personnel must be trained to know what
is expected out of them, informed of all possible hazard effects and how those effects will
influence their job, placed in educational and training sessions, and constantly drilled to
prepare them for a disaster (Perry et al. 2003).
Kirschenbaum (2002) found that preparedness is a pluralistic measure that is
composed of many aspects. In Kirschenbaum's (2002) study, preparedness was found to
be composed of provisions, skill level, planning, and protective measures. Provisions are
physical items that must be acquired for preparedness like batteries, canned food,
flashlights, and shelter.

Skill level refers to the knowledge and skill level that an

individual possess that can aid in protection or helping others. Planning refers to family
organization and assignment of duties and safety plans to individual members. Protective
measures refer to the physical means of an individual to safeguard himself or others.
Preparedness is often best seen in terms of specific types of preparedness rather than by
solely one measure.

1.4 Student Populations and Disasters
1.4.1 POST-DISASTER RESEARCH
Research surrounding the impacts of disasters on students and disaster
preparedness is very limited. Student populations are very interesting to study because
they have traditional vulnerabilities that make them more susceptible to risk, but they also
seem to have built-in buffers from certain aspects of disasters.
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Students are very likely to suffer from acute stress disorder following hurricanes
due to increased resource loss, decreased preparedness, and longer disaster recovery
periods (Sattler et al. 2002; Gill et al. 2006). In addition, Gill et al. (2006) found that
prior to Hurricane Katrina, nearly 71 percent of students evacuated to their homes.
Students who are too far away from their permanent homes are not privileged to this
luxury and have to rely on other safe havens during storms. In addition, Gill et al. (2006)
found that following Hurricane Katrina, students experienced increased levels of sleep
deprivation, headaches, fatigue, and increased levels of psychological issues.

These

increases in student psychological issues were found to also be heavily attributed to high
levels of resource loss (Gill et al. 2006).
Other research on student vulnerability after Hurricane Katrina found that
students experience a significant drain in financial resources during evacuation (Ladd et
al. 2006; 2007). Due to financial strain, 75 percent of students reported that they relied
on their family for assistance and guidance when preparing for Hurricane Katrina (Ladd
et al. 2006; 2007). Nearly 60 percent of students in New Orleans reported that their
universities did not provide evacuation assistance prior to Katrina (Ladd et al. 2007).
These figures are astounding when it is considered that around 50,000 students evacuated
from New Orleans prior to Katrina (Ladd et al 2006; 2007).
Despite the vulnerabilities that students experience following a storm, students
experience fewer negative effects and greater levels of aid than surrounding community
residents (Willigen et al. 2005). Willigen et al. (2005) found that race, age, financial
status, and connectivity did not influence the level of vulnerability in the student
population like they did in the general community population. It has been suggested that,
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in the recovery phase, students are a unique population that are “buffered” from the
negative recovery vulnerabilities (Willigen et al. 2005).
The “buffer” that students exhibit during recovery is likely due to the influence of
the schools and universities in providing disaster education, relief, and assistance
(Gutierrez et al. 2005).

Gutierrez et al. (2005) found that students at Valencia

Community College in Orlando experienced a reduced stress level due to specific and
complete course adjustments following a disaster.

Nearly 70 percent of students

interviewed found that specific course adjustments helped reduce their stress level, while
all students felt complete course adjustments reduced their stress level. If faculty and
institutions

do

not

emphasize

Information

and

Communication

Technology,

communicating with students following a disaster can be very challenging (Sokura and
Crosby 2007).
1.4.2 PRE-DISASTER RESEARCH
Students are prone to many psychological pitfalls because they do not feel that
they have adequate resources to prepare for and mitigate storm impacts (Mulilis et al.
2000).

Mulilis et al. (2000) found that student populations, when compared with

community homeowners, were less likely to mitigate storm impacts because they did not
own their place of residence.
Overall, it is imperative for schools to provide students with the tools and
knowledge they need for mitigation and evacuation (Carlino et al. 2008). Students who
do not have adequate disaster preparedness education may not have accurate perceptions
of the dangers associated with disasters (Carlino et al. 2008). An unpublished study by
Collins et al. (2009) revealed that undergraduates at the University of South Florida had
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not received adequate information from the school about hurricanes.

A lack of

preparedness education revealed that the undergraduates had a low level of concern for
hurricane preparation despite the high geophysical risk of Tampa being hit by a storm.
Another preliminary (unpublished) study by Collins and Auletta (2009) was used to
gauge the hurricane preparedness of Resident Assistants (RAs) and Resident Life
Coordinators (RLCs) at the University of South Florida.

Although the study was

preliminary, it found that RAs lacked knowledge regarding hurricane preparedness and
did not take their duties as RAs seriously. Many RAs felt they were prepared for storms
despite their low-levels of knowledge, and they did not agree that a mandatory hurricane
training course would be helpful to fulfill their responsibilities as an RA. In the case of
Hurricane Katrina, many universities did not provide students with emergency response
plans before the storm because Hurricane Katrina was not expected to reach the
magnitude that it did (Sokura and Crosby 2007).

1.5 Problem Statement
Based on the most recent literature, it is likely that RAs experience many
vulnerabilities in disaster situations: many housing staff personnel are minorities, women,
have limited financial resources, do not have nearby family networks, and are not
homeowners. In addition, RAs are susceptible to typical psychological pitfalls in risk
perception if they are not adequately equipped to deal with an impending threat. It is
vital that RAs have adequate knowledge about hurricane preparedness to direct oncampus residents in an emergency. Although written plans document the roles of specific
personnel during a hurricane (LSU Emergency Management and Response Procedures
Manual, 2010), preparedness can only be achieved through capability maintenance. RAs
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must have their roles specifically communicated to them and periodic drills must take
place to refresh the housing staff of their role in during a hurricane.
In August 2012, Hurricane Isaac was forecasted to impact Louisiana.

The

possibility of Hurricane Isaac impacting LSU provided a capability maintenance
opportunity when RAs were informed of their roles and duties when preparing for the
hurricane (LSU Emergency Management and Response Procedures Manual, 2010). The
goal of this study is to determine and understand the variables that influence hurricane
preparedness of RAs and RLCs. Once these variables are identified, LSU and other
universities can use this knowledge to tailor their capability maintenance plans to reduce
any vulnerabilities that their housing staff may exhibit otherwise.

1.6 Study Objectives and Hypotheses
The objectives of this study are listed as follows.
1. To develop a scale to gauge the construct of hurricane influences. Such
influences include general knowledge about hurricanes, past experience with
hurricanes before Hurricane Isaac, preparedness anxiety, and hurricane threat
anxiety. The hypotheses that were developed for Objective 1 are listed as
follows:
a) In the beginning stages of the research, a scale for assessing the construct
of overall hurricane influences was developed. It is hypothesized that a
reliable measure of the construct of hurricane influences can be
developed.
b) On the basis of the theoretical approach, while developing this measure, it
is predicted that the hurricane influences inventory will be found to have
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four components of general knowledge, past experience, anxiety about
preparations, and anxiety about hurricane threats.
2. To understand the housing staff's level of general knowledge, personal
experience, preparation anxiety, hurricane threat anxiety, and preparedness, and to
identify any relationships among the independent variables. The hypotheses for
Objective 2 are listed as follows:
a) The correlations between the two anxiety measures will be positive.
Theoretically, an individual who has anxiety about hurricanes causing a
great threat would also exhibit anxiety about taking adequate preparation
measures.
b) The correlations between knowledge and past experience will be positive.
Theoretically and according to the conservation of resources stress model,
when an individual goes through disaster situation he will acquire new
skills and knowledge to combat future disasters (Sattler et al. 2000).
c) The correlations between years living in Baton Rouge and past experience
will be positive. Theoretically, the longer an individual has lived in Baton
Rouge, the greater experience he will have with hurricanes.

The

Louisiana coast has been victim to many hurricanes in recent history.
Since the catastrophic hit from Katrina in 2005, there have been six other
hurricanes to impact the coast of Louisiana.
d) The correlations between years living in Baton Rouge and general
knowledge will be positive. Theoretically, if general knowledge and past
experience are positively related according to the conservation of
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resources stress model, and years living in Baton Rouge is associated with
past experience, then years in Baton Rouge must also be positively
associated with general knowledge (Sattler et al. 2000).
e) The correlations for number of years as a housing staff employee and
general knowledge will be positive. Assuming that capability maintenance
has been maintained at LSU, the longer an individual has served as a
housing employee, more opportunities for emergency drills, seminars, and
meetings will increase that individual's level of general knowledge (Caplin
and Leahy 2001).
f) The correlations between the two anxiety measures with the number of
years the respondent has been a housing staff employee will be strongly
negative. Theoretically and according to the conservation of resources
stress model, activities and experiences that increase an individual's skills
and knowledge will give that individual feelings of self efficacy (Sattler et
al. 2000).
g) On the two anxiety scales, scores will be higher for women than for men
because evidence has demonstrated that gender is a contributor to
variations in anxiety (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe
2009).
h) On the two anxiety scales, car ownership will influence anxiety levels.
Lack of a car for easy transport and evacuation will create variation in
anxiety levels among the housing staff. According to the conservation of
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resources stress model, there is a direct relationship between having more
object resources and lower stress levels (Sattler et al. 2000).
i) On the two anxiety scales, the location of the respondent's primary
address from a hurricane-impacted coast will influence anxiety. If an
individual's primary address is located on a hurricane-impacted coast, it
can be inferred that constant interactions with hurricanes can increase that
individual's knowledge, anxiety, and his confidence level. However, other
research has shown that increased experience with hurricanes can increase
stress levels because individual's with experience know the level of
devastation hurricanes can cause (Caplin and Leahy 2001; Paton 2003;
Howe 2009).
j) Respondents whose primary address is located on a hurricane-impacted
coast will exhibit higher scores on general hurricane knowledge measure.
Logically, if an individual primarily lives on a hurricane-impacted coast,
he/she will have had interactions with hurricanes and will have gained
knowledge through experience (Sattler et al. 2000).
k) Respondents whose primary address is located on a hurricane-impacted
coast will exhibit higher scores on the past experience measure. If an
individual primarily lives on a hurricane-impacted coast, it is likely that
he/she will have had more interactions with hurricanes than individuals
who do not live on hurricane-impacted coast.
l) On the two anxiety scales, ethnicity will influence anxiety levels. Previous
research has shown that minorities contribute to the variation in anxiety
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because minorities feel victim to other social injustices in other facets of
life (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe 2009).
3. To evaluate the extent to which gender, ethnicity, primary address location, car
ownership, general knowledge, past experiences, preparedness anxiety, and
hurricane threat anxiety contribute to the prediction of preparedness.

The

hypotheses for Objective 3 are the following:
a) There will be a positive and strong relationship between scores on general
knowledge measure and scores on the hurricane preparedness measure.
Capability maintenance activities like training, seminars, and drills will
increase preparedness levels (McLoughlin 1985; Perry et al. 2003). The
warning and response model suggests that an individual will take
preparedness precautions if he/she has personal characteristic resources
such as knowledge to aid in the preparedness process (Sattler et al. 2000).
b) There will be a positive and strong relationship between scores on the past
experiences measure and scores on the hurricane preparedness measure.
The warning and response model suggests that an individual will take
preparedness precautions if they have the personal characteristic resources
to do so.

Past experience, knowledge, and skills are personal

characteristic resources that can aid with preparedness (Sattler et al. 2000).
c) There will be a negative and strong relationship between scores on the
preparedness anxiety measure and scores on the hurricane preparedness
measure. According to the conservation of resources stress model, stress
is reduced when an individual develops a sense of self-efficacy through
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acquiring skills for coping with disasters. Individuals who have acquired
knowledge and tools to face hurricanes feel more confident about their
preparedness measures and are more prepared (Sattler et al. 2000).
d) There will be a negative and strong relationship between scores on the
hurricane threat anxiety measure and scores on the hurricane
preparedness measure. It has been argued that increased anxiety about
earthquakes decreased the likeliness for individuals to prepare for
earthquakes because test subjects deliberately ignored preparation
information in order to reduce their anxieties (Paton 2003).
e) Gender will impact scores on the preparedness scale. Women tend to be
more cautious by nature and have higher risk perceptions of disasters.
Due to their cautious nature, women are more likely to prepare for
disasters like hurricanes (Laska and Morrow 2006).
f) Ethnicity will influence preparedness scores. White respondents will have
higher scores on the preparedness scale because they will also exhibit
lower anxiety levels. The white-male effect summarizes that white males
rate their susceptibility lower (Howe 2009). Minorities may have lower
levels of preparedness due to language barriers (Morrow 1999; Olofsson
2007). In addition, minorities have more anxiety about disaster threats
because they are already subject to many social injustices (Laska and
Morrow 2006). Increased anxiety about hurricane threats could lead them
to have lower preparedness scores (Paton 2003).
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g) Respondents whose primary address is located on a hurricane impacted
coast will score higher on the preparedness scale. Respondents who live
primarily on a hurricane-impacted coast will have acquired experience
with hurricanes and will exhibit higher scores on the preparedness scale
(Sattler et al. 2000).
h) Respondents who have a car in Baton Rouge will exhibit higher levels of
preparedness.

According to the warning and response model, when

individuals feel that they have the access to resources to engage in
protective measures effectively, they are more likely to prepare for a
disaster (Sattler et al. 2000).
i) Number of years living in Baton Rouge will have a strong and positive
relationship with scores on the preparedness scale. Theoretically, the
longer an individual has lived in Baton Rouge, the greater experience he
will have with hurricanes due to the geophysical risk of Baton Rouge
(Chakraborty et al. 2005).
4. To determine the degree to which Hurricane Isaac influenced the preparedness of
the housing staff.
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2.0 Methods
2.1 Study Area
The sample consisted of the RAs and RLCs at LSU. RAs are students that are
hired by the university to live on campus and serve as liaisons between on-campus
residents and the Department of Residential Life (LSU Residential Life 2012). RLCs are
also live-in employees, but are part of the professional staff.

RLCs' duties include

administrative, oversight, and community development responsibilities (LSU Residential
Life 2012).
LSU is located in Baton Rouge, Louisiana (Figure 1; Figure 2). Baton Rouge is a
geographically interesting location because it is located far enough inland (nearly 242
km) that storm surge from hurricanes is not a problem, but it is still close enough to the
coast that it is often impacted by high winds (Bacher et al. 2005). In hurricane scenarios,
Baton Rouge is often susceptible to wind damage and power outages due to the high
density of trees within the city (Bacher et al. 2005). Evacuation is not commonplace in
hurricane scenarios due to Baton Rouge's distance from the coast (Bacher et al. 2005).
When Baton Rouge is forecasted in the storm's path, the usual course of action for
residents is to stay safe through a "shelter in place" advisory. Designated hurricane
shelters are not commonly used by locals (Rohli, personal communication, September 11,
2012).
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FIGURE 2: Location of LSU in Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
(http://www.esri.com/news/arcnews/spring08articles/lsu-resists-storms.html)

FIGURE 3: Delineation of LSU Campus in Baton Rouge, LA.
(http://www.esri.com/news/arcnews/spring08articles/lsu-resists-storms.html)
Baton Rouge becomes an important epicenter during emergency hurricane
situations because it is usually the base for emergency responders, insurance adjusters,
and power company responders (Bacher et al. 2005). Although storms do not threaten
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Baton Rouge to such an extent that evacuation is usually necessary, it is still a location
that requires residents to have knowledge regarding hurricane preparation and safety
(Rohli, personal communication, September 11, 2012).
In the wake of Hurricane Katrina in 2005, LSU played a critical role in
emergency response. LSU opened the Carl Maddox Field House for a special needs
shelter prior to hurricane landfall. The Pete Maravich Assembly Center (PMAC) played
a critical role when it was opened to serve as a field hospital. The PMAC provided
nearly 800 beds for injured victims from New Orleans (Bacher et al. 2005). In addition,
the LSU Department of Residential Life provided housing to 450 public workers and
displaced students from New Orleans (Bacher et al. 2005). Almost every department of
LSU was engaged with emergency response following Katrina: the veterinary school
provided animal rescues, the dining facility worked around the clock to provide food for
displaced victims, and the admissions office waived late fees and worked extra hours to
accept displaced students from universities located in New Orleans (Bacher et al. 2005).

2.2 Data Acquisition
2.2.1 MEASURES
The seven-section survey was designed carefully to measure specific variables
expected to be related to hurricane preparedness. These variables were general hurricane
knowledge, past experience with hurricanes, preparedness as a housing staff member,
anxiety regarding hurricane preparedness and the threat of hurricanes. The demographic
variables thought to have a relationship with hurricane preparedness included age,
gender, ethnicity, location of primary address, possession of a car in Baton Rouge, length
of time as a housing staff employee, and length of time living in Baton Rouge. The
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surveys were designed using guidelines from Fink (2003), particularly the sections titled,
How to Design Survey Studies, How to Ask Survey Questions, How to Conduct SelfAdministered Surveys, and How to Report on Surveys. The survey questions are provided
in Appendix A and the justification for asking each question is in Appendix B. The
survey and research protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB), #
108597 (Appendix D).
2.2.2 SURVEY ADMINISTRATION
Hard copies of the surveys were printed and mailed to Dr. Robert Rohli,
Residential College Faculty Director at LSU, for distribution.

The surveys were

distributed to RLCs on November 15, 2012. The surveys were completed at different
times and locations because each group of RAs met at separate times and locations with
their designated RLC at their monthly meeting. Respondents placed their completed
surveys into an envelope, and each RLC returned the anonymous surveys to Dr. Robert
Rohli.
Each survey was to be accompanied by an information letter to request the
residential staff's voluntary participation, inform participants of the study's purpose and
low risks, and ensure participants that their responses would be kept anonymous
(Appendix C).

However, it was brought to the attention of the researcher that the

information letter was not provided to participants. The unintentional diversion from the
research protocol was immediately reported to the IRB on December 5, 2013. The IRB
approved the use of the data on December 13, 2012, despite the oversight.

36

2.3 Data Analysis
2.3.1 SCALE DEVELOPMENT
To gauge hurricane influences, an inventory was developed. Hurricane influence
inventory questions were scored (as described below and in Appendix B) and keyed into
SPSS for analysis. Only 107 surveys were used out of 150 due to blank or unreadable
answers. An unrotated Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was run to determine the
number of components to retain. The eigenvalues and scree plot were used to determine
the number of components (PCs) to retain. After determining the appropriate number of
PCs to retain, a PCA using varimax rotation was conducted to test whether the individual
survey questions within each hurricane influence construct were coherently and properly
grouped by the survey (Litwin 2003).
Cronbach's Alpha test was used to measure the internal consistency and reliability
of each construct. Constructs that have an alpha >0.70 are considered as "acceptable" to
be used as a scale (Litwin 2003).
Using the 17 survey questions for preparedness, an unrotated factor analysis was
conducted for the dependent variable that retained only one PC. This was done in order
to find what questions coherently group together under the preparedness construct. After
the factor analysis, the remaining questions were tested with Cronbach's Alpha to gauge
the internal reliability of the dependent variable's questions.
A final scorecard for each section was developed based on the results from the
PCA and Cronbach's Alpha tests.

In Section A, General Hurricane Knowledge,

respondents received a point for each question they answer correctly. Zero to 7 points are
possible for Section A. Higher scores in Section A reflect higher general knowledge
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regarding hurricanes. Section B was scored on a scale from 0 to 11. In Section B, higher
scores indicate greater experience with hurricanes prior to Hurricane Isaac. Section C is
scored from 0-11. The higher scores reflect greater preparedness as an RA for a
hurricane. Sections D and E are scored 7-35 and 6-30, respectively, with higher scores
indicating higher levels of anxiety.
2.3.2 UNDERSTANDING THE STAFF'S HURRICANE INFLUENCES
To understand the housing staff's level of general knowledge, past experience,
preparation anxiety, threat anxiety, and preparedness, simple descriptive statistical
methods were utilized on the responses on each scale of the survey. These were then
summarized by percentages and frequency charts to show how many respondents
correctly answered the knowledge and preparedness questions. In addition, responses to
the experience, anxiety, and demographic questions of interest were also displayed by
frequencies and percentages.
2.3.3 RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
When the components of hurricane influences were differentiated, univariate
correlations, t-tests, and ANOVA tests were used to measure the extent to which the
dependent variables are related to each other. Using recommendations from How to
Manage, Analyze, and Interpret Survey Data (Fink 2003), appropriate statistical tests
were used to test the study's hypotheses.
Simple bivariate correlations were conducted to find any relationships between
the hurricane influences, years living in Baton Rouge, and years as a residential staff
member. Correlations were used to test the relationship between two numerical variables
(Fink 2003) and t-tests were employed to find relationships between the dependent
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variables gender, car ownership, location of primary address, the preparation anxiety
measure, the threat anxiety measure, the general knowledge measure, and past experience
measure. T-tests are useful to compare means between two different groups (Fink 2003).
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was used to gauge whether ethnicity impacts
anxiety levels. ANOVA tests are useful to find the significance of group differences
when there are two or more groups (Fink 2003).
Before the correlations, t-tests, and ANOVA tests were conducted, scores were
tallied for each hurricane influence construct using the questions identified by the rotated
factor analysis as noted earlier in Section 2.3.1. The sum of the questions' point values in
each of the four hurricane influence constructs were used as the values for the
correlations.
2.3.4 PREDICTING HURRICANE PREPAREDNESS
To evaluate the extent to which gender, ethnicity, primary address location, car
ownership, general knowledge, past experiences, preparedness anxiety, and hurricane
threat anxiety contribute to the prediction of preparedness, multivariate analysis was
conducted and significant increases in beta values were examined. The hypotheses for
this objective were tested using multiple linear regression. Before data were input into
SPSS, a theoretical reasoning was used to identify and rank the importance of each
independent variable for predicting hurricane preparedness scores. The following
discussion lists the theoretical hierarchy of how variables were added to the linear
regression model from most important to least important:
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2.3.4.1 Past experience (x1)
The first independent variable was past experience, presumably because it
theoretically can influence anxiety levels as well as preparedness levels (Sattler et al.
2000; Howe 2009; Caplin and Leahy 2011). Theoretically, past experience would be the
most important variable in predicting preparedness because an individual has acquired
knowledge about hurricanes through a first-hand account. First-hand experiences are
more likely to leave a visceral mental impression on an individual (Sattler et al. 2000).
2.3.4.2 General knowledge (x2)
General knowledge is an important predictor because an individual must know
about a disaster in order to prepare for it. General knowledge is easily gained from
personal research, media, education, and communication with others.

Theoretically,

general knowledge is less important than past experience for predicting preparedness
because often general knowledge is obtained from a second-hand account and as a result,
any general knowledge that is obtained indirectly will not invoke visceral responses like
first-hand, past experience.
2.3.4.3 Threat Anxiety (x3) and Preparation Anxiety (x4)
These two variables are listed together because, for the purpose of this study, they
are assumed to be of equal importance in predicting preparedness. Both threat anxiety
and preparation anxiety refer to a mental state that will encourage or discourage a person
to take action for preparation. An individual's mental state will either encourage them or
discourage them from taking protective measures (Sattler et al. 2000).
The following variables are background variables that depict demographic and
personal characteristics of the respondent. Although some personal characteristics and
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demographic variables have been found to influence preparedness, based on this study's
theoretical approach, they are less likely to influence preparedness levels to the extent
that x1 through x4 would. In addition, research has shown that demographic factors are
less influential on impacting vulnerability in student populations (Willigen et al. 2005).
Variables x1through x4 describe the mental state of participants. Theoretically, mental
influences for preparedness would be more important than superficial characteristics and
demographics in determining whether a person will prepare or not prepare.
2.3.4.4 Years as a Housing Employee (x5)
Years as a housing staff employee is theoretically ranked before demographic
variables like race or gender, because when someone has been an employee for a longer
period of time, the probability that they have been exposed to more disaster training and
preparedness meetings increases regardless of that individual's personal background.
2.3.4.5 Years in Baton Rouge (x6)
Years in Baton Rouge is important in predicting preparedness because
individuals who have lived in Baton Rouge for longer have had more opportunities for
experience with hurricanes like Hurricane Katrina. Years in Baton Rouge is ranked after
years as a housing staff employee because someone who has lived in Baton Rouge for
many years will not necessarily know more about LSU-specific preparedness measures
than an individual who is a housing employee. Housing staff employees are likely to
know more preparedness knowledge than a long-standing Baton Rouge citizen because it
is a housing staff employee's responsibility to prepare to ensure the safety of campus
residents.
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2.3.4.6 Coastal Primary Address (x7)
An individual whose primary address is located on a hurricane-impacted coast has
likely acquired preparedness knowledge through past experience with hurricanes.
However, because this study did not ask how long that individual had their primary
address, this variable makes the assumption that the respondent has lived on the coast
long enough to have interactions with hurricanes. This assumption could lead to living
on a hurricane-impacted coast contributing less to predicting preparedness scores.
2.3.4.7 Gender (x8)
Women are more prone to engage in cautious behavior by nature than men
(Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006). Although there has been extensive literature
that shows that gender leads to variations in preparedness levels, gender is ranked as a
less important variable because this study is conducted within a university. Past research
shows that universities can act as a buffer from demographic disaster vulnerabilities that
exist in the real world (Willigen et al. 2005).
2.3.4.8 Ethnicity (x9)
Ethnicity could influence preparedness levels due to language barriers and
variations in anxiety levels (Morrow 1999; Olofsson 2007). Past research has shown that
minorities will exhibit more anxiety and more vulnerable during disasters (Morrow 199;
Laska and Morrow 2006), but because this study is conducted within a university, the
role of ethnicity in predicting disaster preparedness may be less important (Willigen et al.
2005).
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2.3.4.9 Having a car in Baton Rouge (x10)
This variable was included because according to the warning and response model,
an individual is likely to participate in preparedness measures if he/she feels that he/she
has access to resources (Sattler et al. 2000). Having a car in Baton Rouge could empower
participants during the preparation process by providing personal means to evacuate if
necessary. However, evacuation is not common in Baton Rouge because the city is
located far enough inland that large impacts of hurricanes are rare so and as a result, this
variable was viewed as least important for predicting preparedness scores.
2.3.5 DETERMINING THE INFLUENCE OF HURRICANE ISAAC
To determine the degree to which Hurricane Isaac influenced the preparedness of
the housing staff, simple descriptive statistical methods were utilized.

Answers to

questions were summarized as percentages and averages. These questions were used in
the discussion section to explain the extent to which Hurricane Isaac may have influenced
the results presented.
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3.0 Results
3.1 Scale Development
When all 52 scored questions were selected for an unrotated factor analysis, the
scree plot showed an abrupt reduction in explained variance after the fourth PC (Figure
4). This result corresponds with the four theoretical hurricane influences that were
developed in the survey. The first 4 PCs explained 28.16 percent of the total variance.
Figure 4 displays the scree plot that resulted from the unrotated factor analysis.

FIGURE 4: Scree Plot Output from IBM SPSS that Displays the Eigenvalue for
Retaining X Number of Principal Components
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Then, a PCA with a varimax rotation was conducted retaining 4 PCs. Questions
that had factor loading scores less than 0.30 were first eliminated because they were
explaining too little of the components of hurricane influence variance.

Second,

remaining items that had loadings on multiple PCs were eliminated because they would
not be useful for interpretation (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007).
When a final PCA with a varimax rotation retaining 4 PCs was conducted on the
remaining 25 survey questions, each survey question coherently loaded with its
respective PC.

In other words, only knowledge questions (A-labeled questions;

Appendix B) coherently align with construct of PC2, only past experience questions (Blabeled questions) coherently align with the construct of PC4, mostly preparedness
anxiety questions (D-labeled questions) coherently aligned with the construct of PC1, and
only threat anxiety questions (E-labeled questions) aligned with the construct of PC3.
Sections A, B, D, and E were then composed of 7, 5, 7, and 6 items, respectively. Table
1 summarizes the results of the PCA using a varimax rotation.
Two of the threat anxiety questions (E7 and E8) aligned with PC1 (preparedness
anxiety). When the questions were reevaluated, item E7, "I feel LSU has assured me of
my safety during a hurricane," was considered to be a better fit with the preparedness
anxiety construct. The process of LSU assuring each residence employee of their safety
would be a step in preparation. The question does not pertain to how the hurricane will
threaten the respondent, but rather how LSU will participate in the preparation process.
E8, "I feel reassured that LSU will help with any reconstruction/restoration after a
hurricane" can measure the construct of preparedness anxiety rather than threat anxiety
because it is asking about the extent to which the respondent feels that LSU will help
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with dealing with storm repercussions. This is a question that addresses anxiety about an
institutional activity rather than anxiety about the strength or destruction of the hurricane
itself.
Table 1. Results of PCA with Varimax Rotation
Component
Survey
Question
1
2
3
4
A1
.366
A2
.344
A3A
.681
A3B
.814
A4
.817
A5
.724
A6
.455
B2
.638
B3
.853
B4
.852
B6
.422
B9
.477
D1
.780
D2
.767
D3
.751
D4
.721
D6
.667
E7
.612
E8
.445
E1
.330
E2
.755
E3
.707
E4
.705
E5
.580
E6
.707
*Note: loadings lower than .30 are not shown in this table.
For each of the four constructs that measure hurricane influences, Cronbach's
Alpha was calculated to determine whether each of the survey items within each
construct were suitable to be combined into a survey scale. Cronbach's alpha revealed
that the internal consistency of PC2, the scale of general knowledge, was acceptable
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(α=0.715) for the seven knowledge questions. PC4, the scale of previous experience, was
unacceptable (α=0.504) and does not have internal reliability. In order to improve the
Cronbach’s Alpha, B2 and B9 were eliminated from the construct of past experience.
The resulting internal consistency was α=0.689 which is marginally acceptable. PC1, the
scale of preparation anxiety (α=0.806), and PC 3, the scale of threat anxiety (α=0.716),
showed acceptable reliability. Tables 2-7 show the results of the Cronbach’s Alpha
analysis and the factor analysis with the results of Cronbach’s Alpha taken into
consideration.
Table 2. Item-Total Statistics and Reliability for Knowledge Scale

A1
A2
A3A
A3B
A4
A5
A6

Scale Mean
if Item
Deleted
4.120
4.100
3.740
3.790
3.710
3.870
4.080

Scale
Variance if
Item
Deleted
2.919
2.886
2.855
2.599
2.830
2.605
2.832

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.267
.287
.495
.629
.573
.544
.320

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.726
.721
.670
.633
.657
.651
.712

Table 3. Item-Total Statistics and Reliability for Past Experience Scale

B2
B3
B4
B6
B9

Scale Mean
if Item
Deleted
2.103
3.402
3.542
3.019
3.449

Scale
Variance if
Item
Deleted
1.246
3.990
4.457
5.123
4.563
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Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.445
.572
.533
.269
.272

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.625
.343
.410
.506
.466

Table 4. Item-Total Statistics and Reliability for Past Experience
Scale with Suggested Items Removed

B3
B4
B6

Scale Mean
if Item
Deleted
1.1963
1.3364
.8131

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
.190
.319
.673

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.744
.796
.187

Cronbach's
Alpha if
Item Deleted
.283
.195
.874

Table 5. Item-Total Statistics and Reliability for Preparedness Anxiety Scale

D1
D2
D3
D4
D6
E7
E8

Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
13.93
13.75
14.10
14.13
13.81
13.79
13.65

Scale
Variance if
Item
Deleted
16.609
16.964
17.999
17.549
17.097
17.976
18.662

Corrected ItemTotal Correlation
.659
.626
.600
.577
.547
.492
.330

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
.759
.765
.773
.774
.780
.789
.822

Table 6. Item-Total Statistics and Reliability of Threat Anxiety Scale

E1
E2
E3
E4
E5
E6

Scale
Mean if
Item
Deleted
11.30
12.18
11.68
12.18
11.09
12.04

Scale
Variance
if Item
Deleted
16.646
14.619
13.860
15.091
14.821
14.904

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
.227
.553
.521
.557
.381
.516
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Cronbach's Alpha if
Item Deleted
.744
.647
.653
.650
.701
.658

Table 7. Varimax Rotated Component Matrix with
Items B2 and B9 Removed
Survey Question
Component
1
2
3
4
A1
.367
A2
.372
A3A
.683
A3B
.830
A4
.808
A5
.717
A6
.451
B3
.892
B4
.901
B6
.417
D1
.787
D2
.778
D3
.750
D4
.713
D6
.664
E7
.609
E8
.444
E1
.341
E2
.755
E3
.712
E4
.723
E5
.575
E6
.715
*Note: loadings lower than .30 are not shown in this table.
Hypothesis 1a, "a reliable measure of the construct of hurricane influences can be
developed", is supported by the knowledge, preparedness anxiety, and threat anxiety
scales because all scales had a Cronbach's Alpha >0.70. However, the scale for past
experience was only a marginally acceptable scale (α=0.689). The 23 remaining
questions were used for the rest of the analysis.
Hypothesis 1b, "the hurricane influences inventory will be found to have four
components of general knowledge, past experience, anxiety about preparations, and
anxiety about hurricane threats", is supported by the results of the PCA with a varimax
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rotation. Four components were found to describe the main components of variability for
hurricane influences. In addition, the questions that aligned with each component align
with the original theoretical design of the survey; knowledge questions, past experience
questions, preparedness anxiety questions, threat anxiety questions grouped together in
their appropriate PC (Table 1).
When an unrotated PCA was run retaining only one component, 11 of the 17
survey questions were coherently related to each other as a measure of the overall scale
of preparedness.

Table 8 displays the factor loading scores for the preparedness

questions retaining 1 component. The measure of preparedness had marginal reliability
(α=0.605). Table 9 shows the results of the Cronbach's Alpha test.
Table 8. Factor Loading Scores
for the Preparedness Scale
Component
1
.477
.474
.490
.521
.307
.522
.551
.382
.364
.431
.462

Question
C2
C3
C4
C5
C6
C12
C14
C15
C16
C17
C18
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Table 9. Item-Total Statistics and Reliability of Preparedness Scale
Scale
Cronbach's
Scale Mean Variance if
Corrected
Alpha if
if Item
Item
Item-Total
Item
Question
Deleted
Deleted
Correlation
Deleted
C2
6.0327
2.440
.269
.583
C3
6.0421
2.428
.260
.584
C4
6.0170
2.515
.304
.584
C5
6.3131
2.023
.349
.563
C6
6.9299
2.596
.202
.597
C12
6.7243
2.139
.331
.566
C14
6.1449
2.150
.372
.555
C15
6.0421
2.462
.219
.592
C16
6.5444
2.526
.186
.597
C17
6.3037
2.129
.268
.589
C18
6.4853
2.404
.263
.583

3.2 Understanding the Housing Staff's Hurricane Influences
3.2.1 DEMOGRAPHIC HURRICANE INFLUENCES
Of the 107 participants, females composed a slight majority (55.1 percent; Table
10).

The participants were predominately white (64.5 percent; Table 11).

The

proportion of black and Hispanic respondents was relatively close (15.0 percent and 11.2
percent, respectively; Table 11). Asian, Pacific Islanders, and other ethnicities composed
the remaining 9.4 percent of the participants. Overall, 35.5 percent of the respondents
were minorities (Table 11). Nearly 75 percent of respondents had a car with them in
Baton Rouge (Table 12).

Tables 10, 11, and 12 summarize participants' gender,

ethnicity, and possession of a car.

Male (1)
Female (0)

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics for Gender
Frequency
Percent
Cumulative Percent
48
44.90
44.90
59
55.10
100.00
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Table 11. Descriptive Statistics for Ethnicity
Frequency
Percent
Cumulative Percent
White
69
64.49
64.49
Black
16
14.95
79.44
Hispanic
12
11.21
90.65
Asian
6
5.61
96.26
Pacific Islander
2
1.87
98.13
Other
2
1.87
100.00

Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for Having a Car in Baton Rouge
Frequency
Percent
Cumulative Percent
Has a Car (1)
80
74.77
74.77
No Car (0)
27
25.23
100.00

3.2.2 LIVING IN COASTAL AREAS AND STAFF EXPERIENCE
The majority of respondents (97.2 percent) were RAs while the remaining 2.8
percent were RLCs (Table 13). Nearly 69.2 percent of respondents had a primary address
that was located within 75 miles (121 km) of a hurricane-impacted coast (Table 14).
Regardless of where respondents' primary address were located, all of them live in Baton
Rouge which is within 75 miles of an impacted coast. On average, participants had lived
in Baton Rouge for approximately five years (Table 15). While living in Baton Rouge,
the average time that the participants had been housed staff employees at LSU was 1.1
years (Table 15). Tables 13, 14, and 15 provide a summary of descriptive statistics
measuring experience from having lived in coastal cities and having worked as a housing
staff employee.
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Table 13. Descriptive Statistics for Type of Housing Employee
Frequency Percent
Cumulative Percent
Resident Assistant (1)
104
97.20
97.20
Residence Life Coordinator (0)
3
2.80
100.00

Table 14. Descriptive Statistics for Those Having a Primary Address Located
in a Coastal City (Within 75 miles of a Hurricane-Impacted Coast)
Frequency
Percent
Cumulative Percent
Coastal City (1)
74
69.20
69.20
Non-Coastal City (0)
33
30.80
100.00

3.2.3 PREPAREDNESS
For the dependent variable, preparedness, the average score was 6.96 (Table 15).
This score reflects that on average, participants knew the answers to 63.27 percent of the
preparedness measure questions. This value was encouraging because this suggests that
in the population that more people are more prepared than unprepared. However, none of
the participants had a perfect preparedness score. Table 15 provides a summary of the
scores for the dependent variable measure.

Preparedness (Y)

Table 15. Descriptive Statistics
Points
Possible
Minimum
Maximum
0-11
.33
9.92

Mean
6.958

Std.
Deviation
1.653

Knowledge

0-7

0.00

7.00

4.570

1.904

Past Experience

0-3

.25

3.00

1.673

0.876

Preparation Anxiety
Threat Anxiety
Year as a
Residential Staff
Employee
Years in Baton
Rouge

7-35
6-30
---

7.00
6.00
.25

32.00
30.00
8.42

16.196
14.094
1.064

4.810
4.519
1.030

---

1.00

21.50

4.903

6.127
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3.2.4 HURRICANE INFLUENCE SCALES
Scores on the knowledge measure were as low as 0, reflecting no knowledge on
the scale, and as high as 7, reflecting perfect knowledge on the scale (Table 15). The
average respondent had a knowledge score of 4.57 (Table 15). This value indicates that
on average, participants answered 64.29 percent of knowledge questions correctly.
Scores on the past experience measure, values ranged from 0.25 to 3 (Table 15).
The average past experience score was 1.67 (Table 15). A score of 1.67 is a reflection
that respondents indicated to have past experience with 55.67 percent of the variables
measured by the past experience questions.
On the anxiety about hurricane preparations measure, the maximum total only
reached 32 points out of 35 possible points (Table 15). The average preparation anxiety
score was 16.2 (Table 15). When this score is divided by 7 (because there were 7
questions), it was discovered that on average, each person had a preparation anxiety score
of 2.31 on a 1-to-5-scale.
On the threat anxiety scale, minimum and maximum anxiety levels mirrored the
lowest and highest possible values for the anxiety scale (6-30; Table 15). The average
hurricane threat anxiety score was 14.09 (Table 15). Once this value is normalized and
divided by 6, the average respondent had a threat anxiety score of 2.35 on a 1-to-5-scale.
Table 15 provides an overall picture for the hurricane influence measures.
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3.3 Relationships Among Independent Variables
3.3.1 RESULTS OF PEARSON'S CORRELATIONS
The results of the Pearson's univariate correlations reveal that only two of the
variables of interest were significantly correlated to each other. With the exception of
hypothesis 2c, hypotheses 2a-2f were not supported by the correlations (see below).
Table 16 reports the results of the Pearson's correlations.
Table 16. Results of Pearson's Bivariate Correlations

Knowledge

Past
Experience

Preparation Threat
Anxiety
Anxiety

Years as
Housing
Employee

Years
in
Baton
Rouge

Knowledge
Past
Experience

---

Preparation
Anxiety

---

---

Threat
Anxiety

---

---

---

---

---

---

Years as
Housing
Employee
Years in
Baton
Rouge

---

---0.276
------*the reported correlations were significant at the α<0.10 level

Hypothesis 2c predicted that the correlation between years living in Baton Rouge
and increased past experience would be positive. However, the relationship was in fact
significantly negative (p=0.01; Table 16). This relationship is likely due to random
chance and will be analyzed further in the discussion section.
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The lack of correlations among knowledge, past experience, preparation anxiety,
threat anxiety, years as a housing employee, and years in Baton Rouge shows that these
dependent variables are orthogonal. There will not be issues with multicollinearity with
these specific variables during the development of a linear regression equation because
they are all unrelated.
3.3.2 RESULTS OF T-TESTS
Hypotheses 2g and 2h were not supported by the t-tests. Contrary to hypothesis
2g, gender was not found to influence preparation anxiety levels and threat anxiety levels.
Hypothesis 2h was not supported as there was no significant difference in either
preparation anxiety levels or threat anxiety level for those having a car in Baton Rouge.
Hypothesis 2i, "the location of the respondent's primary address form a hurricaneimpacted coast will influence anxiety," was partially supported by the result of the t-tests.
Participants whose primary address was located on the coast, had higher mean
preparation anxiety scores (mean=17.818) than participants whose primary address is not
located in a coastal city (mean=15.473; α=0.019). However, the location of participants’
primary address did not reveal differences in mean threat anxiety levels.

Table 17

displays the results of the t-test conducted to test hypothesis 11.
Table 17. Results from T-tests
Coastal Primary
Non-coastal
Address
Primary Address
Measure
N Mean
SD N Mean
SD
Preparation Anxiety 74 15.473 4.323 33 17.818 5.486
Knowledge
74 4.892 1.810 33 3.849 1.938
Past Experience
74 1.875 0.860 33 1.220 0.739

T-test P-value
2.380
0.019
-2.694
0.008
-4.022
0.000

Hypothesis 2j, "respondents whose primary address is located on a hurricaneimpacted coast will exhibit higher scores on the general hurricane knowledge measure,"
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was supported by the results of the t-test that took into account primary address and the
knowledge scores. As predicted, individuals who had a primary address located in
coastal cities exhibited higher mean knowledge scores (mean=4.892) than those who had
a primary address located greater than 75 miles (121 km) inland (mean=3.849; α=0.008;
Table 17).
Hypothesis 2k, "respondents whose primary address is located on a hurricaneimpacted coast will exhibit higher scores on the past experience measure," was supported
because the mean past experience scores between respondents with a coastal primary
address and a non-coastal primary address were significantly different (t=2.38α=0.000;
Table 17). The mean past experience scores for participants with a coastal primary
address was 1.875, while the mean past experience score for those who had a non-coastal
primary address was 1.220.
3.3.3 RESULTS OF THE ANOVA
Hypothesis 2l, "ethnicity will influence both anxiety scales," was supported by the
ANOVA results.

Among the different ethnicities categories, there was marginally

significant difference in the mean anxiety scores for preparation anxiety (α=0.035) and
threat anxiety (α=0.040). Although specific directional relationships among the different
ethnicities cannot be identified using ANOVA, the test displays that a difference exists
among two or more of the ethnicity groups for mean preparation anxiety and mean threat
anxiety. Table 18 provides the results of the ANOVA tests.
Table 18. Results of ANOVA for Ethnicity
Measure
N F-value P-Value
Preparation Anxiety 107 2.109
0.035
Threat Anxiety
107 2.035
0.040
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3.4 Prediction of Preparedness
Before linear regression was conducted, the data were checked to determine
whether the distribution of the dependent variable, preparedness, exhibited a normal
distribution. Figure 5 shows the results of the histogram. The distribution of the yvariables follows the traditional bell-curve and is acceptably distributed (Figure 5).

FIGURE 5: Histogram Output from IBM SPSS Displaying the Normal Distribution of the
Y Variable, Preparedness
When all 10 independent variables (past experience, general knowledge, threat
anxiety, preparation anxiety, years as a housing staff employee, years in Baton Rouge,
location of primary address, gender, ethnicity, and having a car in Baton Rouge) were
input into SPSS to run a linear regression, only general knowledge (x2) and preparation
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anxiety (x4) were found to contribute significantly to the prediction of hurricane
preparedness (y). Hypotheses 3b and 3d-3i were not supported at the α<0.10 level (see
Section 4.2 for a detailed explanation of why each of these null hypotheses were not
rejected).
Hypothesis 3a, "there will be a positive and strong relationship between general
knowledge and preparedness," was not rejected at the α<0.10 or at the α<0.05
significance level.

Knowledge scores had a positive relationship (β=0.276) with

preparedness scores at a significance level of α=0.001.
Hypothesis 3c, "there will be a negative and strong relationship between
preparedness anxiety and preparedness," was supported at the α<0.10 or at the α<0.05
significance level. As predicted, preparation anxiety scores had an inverse relationship
(β=-0.063) with preparedness scores at α=0.047 significance level. Table 19 provides a
summary of the multiple regression model.
Table 19. Results of Multiple Linear Regression Model
Variables
Coefficient
P-Value
Knowledge
0.276
0.001
Preparation Anxiety
-0.063
0.047
N
r2
Standard Error of the Estimate
Sig (p-value)
F

107
0.152
1.537
0.000
9.301

The overall model was found to be significant (α=0.000 with an F value of 9.301;
Table 19). The model has an r2 value of 0.152, which indicates the variables explain 15.2
percent of the variation in preparedness. The other 84.8 percent is unexplained and due
to chance, sampling error, or other variables that impact hurricane preparedness. In
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addition, the relatively low Cronbach's alpha value (α=0.605) for the dependent variable
may have contributed to the low r2 value. The following equation describes the extent to
which knowledge and preparation anxiety predict preparedness scores:
ŷ= 6.721 + .276x2 - 0.063x4
t-values: 3.477
-2.013
(.001)
(.047)
Where
y: Preparedness
x2: Knowledge
x4: Preparation Anxiety

3.5 Determining the Influence of Hurricane Isaac
A final section that included likert-scaled questions was included in the survey to
determine the extent to which experience with the recent Hurricane Isaac influenced the
results of the survey. This section helps to explain descriptively whether the results from
this survey would be different if a hurricane emergency situation had not happened in
recent history. Table 20 provides a summary of the percentage of respondents who
selected each category.
When taking into consideration the influence of Hurricane Isaac on the
preparedness construct scores, a majority (70.1 percent; Table 20) of respondents agreed
that their training as a housing staff employee for Hurricane Isaac increased their level of
preparedness for the current and future hurricane seasons (Item F-2, see Appendix A). Of
all respondents, 25.2 percent strongly agreed and 44.9 percent somewhat agreed with
Item F-2 (Table 20). Only 17.8 percent neither agreed nor disagreed with F-2, and a
small proportion either somewhat disagreed or strongly disagreed with F-2 (12.1 percent;
Table 20). Nearly 65.4 percent of individuals agreed that if it had not been for the
occurrence of Hurricane Isaac, they would not be knowledgeable about their duties as a
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housing staff employee during a hurricane situation (Item F-3; Table 20). Within that
65.4 percent, 29 percent of all respondents strongly agreed with the statement and 36.4
percent somewhat agreed with F-3 (Table 20). There was not an overwhelming majority
who agreed or disagreed with the statement, "I had a strong knowledge base about
hurricane preparedness before Hurricane Isaac formed" (F-4). The marginal majority
(39.3 percent) agreed with F-4, while 35.5 percent disagreed with the statement (Table
20).
Item F-9 was used to determine the degree that Hurricane Isaac may have
impacted threat anxiety construct scores. An overwhelming majority of respondents felt
that their anxiety levels stayed the same (81.3 percent) following their experience with
Hurricane Isaac. A small proportion reported that they experienced an increase in anxiety
levels (11.2 percent), and an even smaller percentage of individuals reported that they
experienced a decrease in anxiety levels (7.5 percent).
Table 20. Responses to Hurricane Isaac Influence Questions
(Percentages)
Item

StA SwA
(1)
(2)

N
(3)

SwD
(4)

F-2

25.2

44.9 17.8

8.4

StD TA
(5) (1+2)
3.7

70.1

TD
(4+5)

Avg

12.1

2.21

F-3
29 36.4 16.8 13.1
4.7 65.4
17.8 2.28
F-4
17.8 21.5 25.2 19.6 15.9 39.3
35.5 2.94
*StA=Strongly Agree, SwA=Somewhat Agree, N=Neither, SwD=Somewhat Disagree,
StD=Strongly Disagree, TA=Total Agree, TD=Total Disagree, Avg=Average

61

4.0 Discussion
4.1 Relationships Among Independent Variables
Hypotheses 3 through 8 were not supported at the p<0.10 confidence level. There
were no significant relationships identified by the Spearman's correlation tests among all
of the numerical variables. The lack of association among the continuous variables
indicates that these continuous independent variables are orthogonal to one another.
Hypothesis 3 predicted that the relationship between the two anxiety measures
would be positive on the theoretical basis that an individual who has anxiety about
hurricanes causing a great amount of damage would also experience anxiety about taking
adequate preparation measures.

The lack of association between threat anxiety and

preparation anxiety indicates that these two independent variables are measuring
completely different constructs. For example, the scores from an individual who worries
that a hurricane will pose a great threat will not be related to scores about how confident
the individual is about their preparedness for their housing staff responsibilities during a
hurricane.
Hypothesis 4 stated that knowledge and past experience would be positively
associated based on the conservation of resources stress model (Sattler et al. 2000). The
conservation of resources stress model explains that when an individual goes through a
disaster situation he/she will acquire new skills and knowledge to combat future disasters
(Sattler et al. 2000). The lack of association shows that the two constructs for past
experience and knowledge are unique measures that are not associated. The lack of

62

association suggests that all of the general knowledge questions reflect universal
knowledge about hurricanes that can be answered correctly regardless of an individual's
past experience.
Hypothesis 5, the relationship between years in living in Baton Rouge and past
experience will be positive, was not supported. This may be because participants could
have gained past experience with hurricanes through living in other coastal cities. This
idea was reinforced by the support of hypothesis 12. The average knowledge score for
individuals whose primary addresses were located in coastal cities (< 75 miles from a
hurricane-impacted coast) was greater (μ =4.892) than those individuals whose primary
addresses were located greater than 75 miles from a hurricane-impacted coast (μ=3.849).
The effect of living in a coastal city (rather than merely Baton Rouge) is reflected in the
association found between that variable and knowledge scores. This is a logical finding,
because living in Baton Rouge does not offer any greater or lesser opportunities for
hurricane knowledge than living in other coastal cities. However, it is important to note
that greater knowledge from living in a coastal city did not come from increased past
experience with hurricanes - past experience and knowledge were found to be unrelated.
It can be argued that higher levels of knowledge in those from coastal cities is likely due
to the influence of interacting with a city that has a great geophysical risk to being
impacted by a storm (Chakraborty et al. 2005).

Regardless of an individual's past

experience with a hurricane, if he/she lives in a coastal city, he/she could gain general
knowledge about hurricanes through knowledge exchange with locals, watching local
media, or through personal research.
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Hypothesis 6 predicted that individuals who have lived in Baton Rouge for longer
would have higher past experience scores.

However, the results of the Pearson's

correlations showed a significantly negative association (p=0.01). This relationship is
likely due to chance because living in Baton Rouge for a longer period of time would not
logically lead to past experience scores decreasing. After all, Baton Rouge is considered
the epicenter for hurricane disaster response in Louisiana (Bacher et al. 2005). The lack
of association between years living in Baton Rouge and higher levels of past experience
is likely due to the fact that the majority of respondents (69.2 percent) have primary
addresses located in coastal cities. T-tests reveal that individuals whose primary address
is located in coastal cities will have greater mean past experience scores (Hypothesis 13;
p=0.000). This finding is logical because coastal cities have a greater geophysical risk of
being hit by hurricanes (Chakraborty et al. 2005). In summation, Baton Rouge does not
offer any greater past experience opportunities than any other hurricane-impacted city.
Hypothesis 7 inaccurately predicted that the number of years as a housing staff
employee at LSU would lead to greater general knowledge scores. Because there was no
relationship between the two independent variables, it can be argued that working as a
housing staff employee longer will not lead to variations in general knowledge. General
knowledge can be gained from sources and means outside of LSU's housing staff's
capability maintenance programs.
Although hypothesis 8 predicted that the correlations between the two anxiety
measures and the number of years as a housing staff employee would be negative, no
relationships were identified by the Pearson correlations. Individuals may feel anxious
(or not anxious) about the physical damage a hurricane can cause regardless of how long
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they have been a housing employee. However, it would seem that being an employee
longer would ease an individual's preparation anxiety levels as they acquire additional
skills for preparation throughout the years (Sattler et al. 2000). Perhaps this result may
indicate that new and veteran housing staff employees might have debriefed on their
hurricane preparedness responsibilities each hurricane season.

Therefore, new and

veteran employees are on an "equal-playing-field" each season and variations in anxiety
are due to outside factors out of LSU's Housing Department's influence.
The outside factors that were found to influence anxiety levels were the
respondent's ethnicity and the location of the respondent's primary address. The results
of the ANOVA test supported the hypothesis that there is an influence of ethnicity on
anxiety levels. Although the ANOVA test cannot highlight the specific relationship that
different ethnicities have on anxiety levels, the test shows that there were significant
variations in mean preparation anxiety scores (p=0.035) and threat anxiety scores
(p=0.040) among the different ethnicities. This finding supports the white-male effect:
white males rate their susceptibility and risk perception lower (Howe 2009). On the other
hand, women and minorities have a higher risk perception because they are already
subject to so many social injustices (Howe 2009). The variations in anxiety levels among
ethnicities could be due to language barriers (Morrow 1990; Olofsson 2007). Or, the
variations in anxiety could be carried over from each ethnicity's past vulnerabilities. In
other words, the majority of respondents were RAs (97.2 percent), which implies that
they live on-campus and currently have equal housing conditions, but individuals with
different ethnic backgrounds may be carrying over their anxiety from their past housing
situations. Research has shown that many minorities live in low-income locations that
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have dwellings that are of inferior quality, often receive inadequate insurance payouts,
and are last to receive disaster relief (Morrow 1999; Laska and Morrow 2006; Howe
2009).

Hypothesis 14 supports the past research about the influences of racial

backgrounds on variations in anxiety levels.
The other background variable that influenced anxiety levels, location of primary
address, was found to influence hurricane preparation anxiety but had no influence on
variations on hurricane threat anxiety. The mean preparation anxiety level for individuals
who had a coastal primary address was higher (μ=17.818) than those who had a noncoastal primary address (μ=15.473). Knowledge of the threats that disasters can create
has been shown to increase anxiety levels (Paton 2003). Greater awareness of hurricanes
can increase preparation anxiety levels because when individuals are familiar with the
level of devastation that a hurricane can cause, they are also more aware of the numerous
required preparation activities. In contrast, individuals living in a non-coastal city will
have lower anxiety scores about preparation because they are less aware of necessary
preparation activities (Caplin and Leahy 2001; Paton 2003).

Knowledge of the

devastation of hurricanes and proper preparation activities to mitigate against their effects
creates a burden of anxiety (Caplin and Leahy 2001). The reason that location of primary
address did not influence threat anxiety is likely due to the impact of media. Individuals
from non-coastal areas have likely viewed media coverage on devastating hurricanes that
make national headlines. The media increases the level of availability of hurricane
damage scenarios in non-coastal respondent's memory (Howe 2009), and it could be that
such availability eliminates the effect of living in a coastal city and variations in
hurricane threat anxiety.
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On the other hand, background factors like gender and possession of a car in
Baton Rouge did not impact anxiety levels among respondents.

According to the

conservation of resources stress model, there is a direct relationship between having more
object resources for preparation and lower stress levels (Sattler et al. 2000). However, a
car is not a necessary object resource in Baton Rouge because the city is far enough
inland from the geophysical risks that would require evacuation (Rohli, personal
communication, September 11, 2012). It is surprising that gender did not influence
anxiety levels between males and females because women typically have higher risk
perceptions (Howe 2009).

However, most of the research that discusses the

vulnerabilities of women in disasters highlights the susceptibilities of women when they
are the single provider of a family. The majority of the respondents were 21 years of age,
which could be an indication that they are unlikely to be a parent or caregiver. Therefore,
the susceptibilities associated with being a single-mother during a disaster would not
apply to this population. Unfortunately, this assumption cannot be verified because the
survey did not ask if the respondents have children or if they were single parents.

4.2 Predicting Preparedness
Interestingly, despite the several independent variables that were inserted into the
multiple linear regression model, only two independent variables, general knowledge and
preparation anxiety, were found to predict the variation in hurricane preparedness scores.
The positive relationship between general knowledge and hurricane preparedness was
accepted at the p=0.001 confidence level (hypothesis 15). The positive relationship
(β=0.276) indicates that the more general knowledge about hurricanes and hurricane
safety an individual has, the more hurricane preparedness he/she will exhibit as a housing
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staff employee. This finding aligns with the warning and response model: an individual
is more likely to take preparedness precautions if he/she has personal characteristic
resources (such as knowledge) to aid in the preparedness process (Sattler et al. 2000).
Logically, it could be argued that greater levels of general hurricane knowledge can aid
with deductive reasoning when determining appropriate preparedness activities. In this
particular study, the scores depicted by the general knowledge construct could be recently
inflated based on the responses to item F-4 on the survey; a substantial proportion of
individuals (35.5 percent) did not feel they had a strong knowledge base about hurricane
preparedness before Hurricane Isaac formed.
The results of the linear regression model supported the hypothesis that
preparation anxiety would have a negative relationship with hurricane preparedness
levels. This finding also aligns with the resources stress model (Sattler et al. 2000).
When an individual has traits like self-efficacy when faced with a disaster scenario,
he/she is more likely to participate in preparedness activities. In other words, when
someone has confidence in their personal ability to take action, this confidence empowers
an individual to be more prepared (Sattler et al. 2000).
Surprisingly, past experiences with hurricanes before Hurricane Isaac did not
influence hurricane preparedness scores (hypothesis 16).

There are several possible

reasons why hypothesis 16 was rejected by the model: first, only three questions
composed the measure of past experience after factor analysis and Cronbach's alpha tests
were conducted. The low number of questions that composed the construct of past
experience and the marginally acceptable internal reliability of the questions (α=0.689)
could have caused this particular measure of past experience to not influence
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preparedness. Perhaps if a more internally reliable measure for the construct of past
experience was developed, a relationship would have been found with preparedness.
Second, the influence of Hurricane Isaac could have made the construct of past
experience obsolete for predicting preparedness. A strong majority of respondents agreed
that their training as a housing staff employee increased their level of preparedness for
the hurricane season and that if it were not for Hurricane Isaac, they would not be
knowledgeable about their duties as a housing employee during a hurricane (70.1 percent
and 65.4 percent, respectively).

To clarify this argument, after Hurricane Isaac, all

housing staff employees had gained new past experience with hurricanes. The past
experience construct in this study asked about individuals' experience with hurricanes
before Hurricane Isaac, but the collective experience with Hurricane Isaac among all
housing staff employees placed everyone on equal level with past experience. As a
result, individuals had the opportunity during this study to score higher on the
preparedness construct because they had just been debriefed on their duties because of
the passing of Hurricane Isaac. Had Hurricane Isaac not just occurred, it is likely that
past experience with other storms would have influenced respondents' preparedness
scores.
The same reasoning stated above can be used to explain why threat anxiety,
ethnicity, gender, number of years living in Baton Rouge, location of primary address,
the number of years as a housing staff employee, and having a car in Baton Rouge did not
lead to a variation in preparedness scores (hypotheses 18-24).

Regardless of an

individual's personal traits, how long someone had lived in Baton Rouge, whether or not
their primary home was prone to hurricane impacts, or how long they had been a staff
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employee, everyone was placed on a similar plane for hurricane preparedness when they
were trained for Hurricane Isaac.

The fact that demographics did not affect

vulnerabilities in this study at a university reinforces previous research (Willigen et al.
2005). The study by Willigen et al. (2005) found that a buffer exists for university
populations during the recovery phase of disasters. The results in this study build upon
Willegen et al. (2005), because housing employees at LSU were found to not exhibit
demographic vulnerabilities in the preparedness phase. The university seems to act as a
buffer to students and housing employees from typical demographic vulnerabilities that
exist in real world situations (Willigen et al. 2005).
Interestingly, the factors that did contribute to predicting hurricane preparedness
were personal traits that were controllable by an individual. For example, any individual
has the personal ability to enhance their general knowledge about hurricanes through
research and investigation. Also, preparation anxiety is a personal trait that is a reflection
of the individual's confidence about their level of preparedness. An individual can take
action to mitigate their preparedness anxieties through personal study and capability
maintenance.
On the other side, factors that were not within the control of the individual did not
influence preparedness.

For example, demographic factors like race and gender are

inherited traits that cannot be changed by an individual. Past experience, the current
location of their primary address, years as a housing staff employee, years living in Baton
Rouge, and having a car are environmental factors that are a result of an individual's
upbringing and past. In addition, threat anxiety is something that an individual cannot
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mitigate against because the physical threat that hurricanes can cause is outside of the
respondent's control.
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5.0 Conclusion
Past research by Willigen et al. (2005) has exhibited that the university is an
important buffer for student populations during disasters. The university acts as a buffer
from typical demographic susceptibilities. In addition, Sattler et al. (2000) has found that
age, income, self-efficacy, and distress are predictors of hurricane preparedness in the
general population. For populations that have been exposed to multiple hurricanes, age,
perceived threat, and past experience level predicted preparedness (Sattler et al. 2000). In
addition, a myriad of research has focused on the role of demographic vulnerabilities
influencing preparedness levels (Morrow 1999; McEntire 2001; Laska and Morrow 2006;
Howe 2009). However, very little research has examined the influences of preparedness
on student populations, and no research has investigated the influences of preparedness
on housing staff employees.

Disaster preparedness of housing staff employees is

imperative to ensure the safety of on-campus residents.
A marginally acceptable measure was developed in this study for preparedness,
and acceptable measures were created for the independent variables general knowledge,
past experience, threat anxiety, and preparedness anxiety. To determine which dependent
variables influence the construct of preparedness, the developed independent measures
were input into a model along with gender, ethnicity, the number of years the respondent
had been a housing employee, the number of years the respondent had lived in Baton
Rouge, location of the respondent’s primary address, and whether the respondent had a
car with them in Baton Rouge. The results of the model revealed that in this study
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population of housing employees, only preparation anxiety and general knowledge
impacted preparedness scores.

Preparation anxiety was significantly and inversely

related to preparedness (β=-0.063 and p=0.047) and a direct relationship was found
between general knowledge and preparedness (β=0.276 and p=0.001).
These results show that demographic factors that typically influence the general
population’s vulnerability in disasters do not impact this group of housing staff
employees at LSU. However, the results of this study are unable to distinguish if the
buffer from demographic susceptibilities exists due to the influence of the housing job or
is due to the influence of the university. The findings of this research could be applied to
similar study populations of housing employees at universities which could be impacted
by hurricanes. While Willgen et al. (2005) found that universities provide a buffer in the
recovery phase, this study extends that buffer to apply to preparation vulnerabilities as
well. The finding by Sattler et al. (2000) that past experience influences preparedness
was not applicable in this study likely because the housing staff is regularly debriefed on
their duties, and in this population, everyone had recently acquired past experience with
Hurricane Isaac.

5.1 Limitations and Further Research
A main limitation in the study occurred when the informational letters were not
administered to participants with the survey. The informational letter emphasized that
the survey was voluntary and because it was not provided, some respondents may have
participated in the survey unwillingly. This could have influenced the validity of some of
the results. However, when an e-mail message was sent to all participants explaining the
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oversight shortly after administering the survey, no one requested to have their surveys
removed from the study.
For this study, the survey was not tested before it was given out to the study
population, so it is fortunate that the survey's measures turned out to be well-defined
constructs as revealed by the factor analysis. Also, there was not enough time to retest
the surveys to determine the test-retest reliability of the surveys.
In addition, surveys were not double-checked by the survey administrator when
they were submitted by respondents. Double-checking by survey administrators can help
minimize the number of blank answers, and will help to make more of the surveys usable
for analysis.
Measuring the effect of Hurricane Isaac on the results of the survey was
problematic. The surveys were administered nearly two months after Hurricane Isaac
had passed, and it may have been difficult for respondents to remember specifically how
Hurricane Isaac impacted their preparedness and to differentiate differences before and
after Hurricane Isaac. In retrospect, more questions should have been added to the survey
section about Hurricane Isaac, however, this researcher was trying to reach a delicate
balance between information required and length of time it would take respondents to
complete the survey. The limited amount of useful questions in this section made it
difficult to determine to what extent Hurricane Isaac may have influenced the general
knowledge construct.
A bomb scare at LSU on September 17, 2012 could have impacted preparedness
scores to a certain extent. When LSU housing employees were debriefed on their duties
during a bomb scare, some of the protocols may have been similar to hurricane

74

preparedness procedures. As a result, the preparedness scores could have been inflated
due to experience with the bomb scare.
Another limitation in this study was that only housing staff employees were used
as the study population.

It is difficult to specifically determine why demographic

vulnerabilities did not impact this population. If on-campus residents were surveyed as
well, the study could have identified if being a housing employee created a demographic
buffer or if living on-campus created a demographic buffer.
In this study, the surveys could not be administered again during a different time
period when a hurricane had not recently hit. An interesting future study would be to
compare the differences in what predicts preparedness when a hurricane has recently
occurred versus when a hurricane has not happened in the recent past. It would also be
useful to conduct a comparative study among different universities that have a
geophysical risk for being hit by hurricanes to see if the results of this study retain
universality in similar study areas.
Another useful comparative study would be to research the differences in
preparedness among the different housing positions. This study was unable to compare
preparedness levels between RAs and RLCs because only 3 RLC surveys were usable
due to blank responses.
It would be important to investigate the differences in preparedness between
housing employees and the general on-campus residents. A future investigation that
compared the two populations (housing employees versus on-campus residents) would
help refine the results of this study. This study found that housing employees were
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buffered from demographic vulnerabilities, but this study cannot determine whether this
buffer was a result of living on campus or the result of the job requirements.
Another useful investigation would be to randomly survey any students at LSU to
see the differences in preparedness between on-campus residents and off-campus
residents.

Of course, it would be necessary in this future study to recreate the

preparedness construct to measure general hurricane preparedness measures that would
be relevant to all types of participants.
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Appendix B: Justification and Scoring
Section A
Section A, "General Hurricane Knowledge," contains questions that gauge the
respondents' basic hurricane knowledge.

Basic hurricane knowledge is the first

independent variable for the multiple regression analysis. Basic hurricane knowledge
was defined, for the purpose of the survey, as important information that should be
commonly known among the general public. General hurricane knowledge includes the
ability to understand and interpret the Saffir-Simpson scale, knowledge of beginning and
end of hurricane season, interpreting the cone of uncertainty, the scope of threat from
hurricane winds, and important pre-storm preparations. These questions were inspired by
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's Tropical Cyclone: A
Preparedness Guide (2012).
This section is scored in a simple manner; right answers receive 1 point for
scoring, and wrong answers receive no points for scoring. For this section, 12 total points
are possible. Lower scores reflect less hurricane knowledge and higher points reflect
greater hurricane knowledge.
A-1 and A-2 (2 points): What month does hurricane season officially begin? What
month does hurricane season officially end? These questions gauge general knowledge
because they test whether or not respondents know what time of the year to expect the
threat of hurricanes. Respondents who correctly answer June and November for the first
and last months of hurricane season, respectively, receive one point for each correct
answer. If respondents list any other answer, they receive a score of "0."
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A-3a and A3b (2 points): The Saffir-Simpson Scale is used to measure and
categorize hurricane intensity. What is the lowest number on the scale? What is the
highest number on the scale? These questions test whether or not the individual knows
the ranking system used to measure the strength of hurricanes. Respondents who know
that the scale is ranked from 1-5 receive a point for each correct answer. Incorrect
responses do not receive points.
A-4 (1 point): Which of the following is correct about the Saffir-Simpson Scale?
Knowing how to interpret the Saffir-Simpson scale is important for individuals to make
decisions about the level of preparation and safety that they need to employ.
Respondents who know that higher numbers represent stronger storms receive a score of
"1." Respondents who incorrectly answer the questions or choose "Don't know" do not
receive points.
A-5 (1 point): The Saffir-Simpson Scale measure which feature of a hurricane?
Respondents who correctly respond with "wind speed" exhibit that they know the
strength of a hurricane is measure by the maximum sustained wind speed. Respondents
who correctly answer the question receive a score of "1," and incorrect answers receive a
"0."
A-6 (1 point): Which side of the hurricane is considered to be more dangerous?
Respondents need to know that hurricanes are asymmetrical, and the eastern side of the
storm (in the Northern Hemisphere) is most often the more dangerous side. The eastern
side of hurricanes usually have stronger winds, more storm surge, and more tornadoes.
Any other response receives 0 points.
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A-7 (1 point): Which of the following answers describes areas where the center of
the hurricane is likely to make landfall? This question is an important knowledge
question because respondents must demonstrate that they realize that any area within the
cone of uncertainty is a likely path for the hurricane to take. Respondents who answer
"Any are between Triangle A and Triangle E" receives 1 point. Any other answers
receive a score of "0."
A-8 (1 point): How often do storms stay within the cone of uncertainty? This
knowledge question reiterates the accuracy of the cone of the uncertainty. Respondents
who answer that the cone of uncertainty is accurate 60-70 percent of the time receive 1
point and any other response receives 0 points. The cone of uncertainty is a good concept
to fully understand because it is often used by the media to depict possible landfall
locations.
A-9 (1 point): According to Figure 2, which location(s) should prepare for
tropical storm winds? Any area that has even a 10 percent chance of having sustained
tropical storm force surface winds (winds of 39 mph or greater) should make
preparations. Respondents must know that the danger of hurricane winds extends at great
distances beyond the eye of the storm. Students who answer "Areas that intersect later A,
B, C, D, E, F, and G" receive 1 point. Any other combination of answers do not receive
points.
A-10 (1 point): What form of money is the best to have before a storm makes
landfall? Respondents who answer "cash" know the importance of having money that
does not require electronic processing during a hurricane. Any other answer does not
receive a point.
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A-11 (1 point): Where are winds the highest in the structure of a hurricane?
Respondents who answer the "eye wall" know that the areas within the eye are calm, the
eye wall has the most extreme winds, and the rain bands outside of the eye wall have high
to moderate winds. Correct answers receive 1 point and incorrect answers receive no
points.
Section B
This section is the second independent variable that is used to measure
preparedness. Section B contains a series of questions that determines what level of
personal experience with hurricanes the respondent has had in the past with storms
besides Hurricane Isaac. It is likely that individuals who have had greater personal
experience with previous hurricanes also have higher levels of hurricane preparedness.
This is because individuals will have learned hurricane preparedness measures through
experience.

Personal experience from hurricanes is deemed as any interaction with

hurricanes before, during, and after the storm.

In addition, any interactions that

individuals have had with hurricane evacuees or victims are also deemed as personal
experience with hurricanes.
Scoring is based on a scale from 0-15 points.

Higher scores reflect greater

experience with past hurricanes, and lower scores reflect less experience with hurricanes
before Hurricane Isaac.
B-1 (1 point): Before Isaac, has a hurricane ever stricken an area in which you
lived (while you were a resident there)? People who have lived in an area when a
hurricane has made landfall are likely to have gained knowledge and experience with
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hurricanes. Respondents who respond "yes" receive 1 point, while respondents who
answer "no" do not receive any points.
B-2 (6 possible points): What damage have you received from the past
hurricane(s)? It is likely that a person who has received greater damage from past
hurricanes will have more experience due to personal loss. For each type of damage a
respondent selects, a point is assessed. There are 6 possible points to gain from this
question.
B-3 (1 point): Have you ever had to evacuate due to a hurricane? If an individual
has ever been in a situation in which they evacuated, he/she receives a point for their
experience with evacuation. Those who have not evacuated receive a score of "0" for this
question.
B-4 (1 point): How long ago was your most recent evacuation? Respondents who
have evacuated more recently receive higher scores because the experience they have
gained through evacuation will be easy to recall in their memory. Respondents who have
evacuated in the past year receive 1 point, 1-3 years ago receive 3/4 of a point, 3-10 years
ago receive 1/2 of a point, greater than 10 years ago receive 1/4 of a point.
B-5 (1 point): Have you (or your guardians) ever opened your home to someone
evacuating from a hurricane? If an individual has opened their home to an evacuee, it is
likely that they have gained experience with hurricanes through communication and
interaction with the evacuee. Respondents who have opened their home to an evacuee
receive 1 point, while those who have not opened their home to an evacuee do not receive
any points.
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B-6 (1 point): Before Isaac, how long has it been since you have last tuned-in to
media coverage on a hurricane? Respondents who have tuned in recently to media
coverage on hurricanes are likely to have gained virtual experience with hurricanes. For
example, although an individual may not have first-hand experience with hurricanes,
he/she can gain experience through watching video footage, listening to meteorologists
track the storm, and following media coverage of a hurricane's aftermath. This question
is scored similarly to B-4. Respondents who have tuned into hurricane coverage in the
past year receive 1 point, 1-3 years ago receive 3/4 of a point, 3-10 years ago receive 1/2
of a point, greater than 10 years ago receive 1/4 of a point.
B-7 and B-8 (2 points): Have you ever taken hurricane training courses,
seminars, or hazard preparedness classes? If yes, how many were taken before the
formation of Hurricane Isaac? Individuals who have participated in hurricane training
courses are more likely to be prepared for storms. Training courses increase respondents'
level of experience with storms. If respondents answer "yes" to B-7, they receive 1 point
for taking a training course.

For B-8, if respondents have taken greater than one

hurricane preparedness course, they receive another point.
B-9 (1 point): Have you ever traveled to an area that was stricken by a hurricane
to help with the relief? (Paid jobs or volunteer work) Anyone who has participated in
any type of hurricane relief or response will gain experience through seeing first-hand the
affected site, communicating with impacted victims while they are there, and
participating in rebuilding and restoration activities. Respondents who have traveled to
an area to help with relief receive a point. Those who have not traveled to help with
relief, do not receive points.

98

B-10 and B-11(1 point): Have you, a relative, or close friend suffered property or
bodily injury from a hurricane? If yes,explain. Individuals who are closely impacted by
hurricanes through personal injury and property loss will have gained experience with
hurricanes through their struggles. Respondents who respond "yes" to B-10 receive a
point and those who respond "no" do not receive any points. B-11 will be useful for
discussion purposes and not for statistical analysis.
Section C
This part of the survey develops the dependent variable, preparedness.
Preparedness, for this study, is referring to individuals being well-versed in hurricane
procedures that are specific to LSU. The preparedness questions were inspired by LSU's
Emergency Management and Response Procedures Manual.

The respondent's

preparedness is gauged on their ability to correctly answer questions regarding
preparation activities, safety procedures, and their job requirements during a hurricane.
Respondents can make a maximum score of 17 points for questions C-2 through
C-18. C-1 is not used for scoring, and C-19 is an open-ended question that does not have
a maximum point value. Questions C-2 through C-18 are worth a maximum of 1 point
each so that all questions are weighted equally for scoring purposes.
C-1 (not scored): How many residents are you responsible for? This question is
not used for scoring purposes, but it is useful for discussion purposes. Knowing how
many students that each RA or RLC is responsible for helps to reiterate the importance of
preparedness among housing staff. Because the housing staff is responsible for the safety
of so many students, it is imperative that they are well-versed in preparedness measures
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C-2(1 point): Have you signed up for the e!txt emergency text messaging system
available through your MyLSU account? Respondents who have signed up for e!txt are
prepared because they have taken precautionary measures to receive emergency
notifications through their cell phones. Respondents who answer "yes" receive one point.
C-3 (1 point): Are you aware of specific hurricane emergency plans for your
residence hall? Respondents who are aware of emergency plans for their hall, will be
prepared when a hurricane becomes a threat to LSU. Because there is a chance that
respondents will answer "yes" without actually knowing about the emergency plans,
addition questions in Section C verify the validity of this response. Those who response
"yes" receive a point, and "no" receive a score of "0."
C-4 (1 point): When are you held responsible for your building in a hurricane
emergency situation? Respondents who know that they are responsible for their building
before, during, and after the hurricane receive 1 point. Respondents who do not select all
three options receive 1/3 of a point for each selection. Respondents who answer "never"
or "don't know" receive a score of "0." It is important that RAs and RLCs know when
they are required to work during hurricane emergencies.
C-5 (1 point): How is your leave as an RA (or RLC) affected when a hurricane is
projected to impact LSU? Respondents who correctly answer "all leave is canceled"
receive 1 point. All other answers receive 0 points. Residence staff must know that their
presence is required to help with hurricane response regardless of previous vacation
requests.
C-6 (1 point): Where will the master roster be maintained that lists the names of
individuals seeking shelter in LSU's residential facilities? Respondents who correctly
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answer with "Grace King Hall" receive a point. Any other responses do not receive
points. Residence staff is in charge of their on-campus residents during a hurricane. It is
important that the staff knows where the master roster is located in order to verify which
students are seeking refuge in LSU residential facilities.
C-7 (1 point): What can generally be expected regarding wind speed and
evacuation at LSU in respect to hurricanes? This question verifies whether respondents
are aware of typical level of evacuation. This question determines whether the housing
staff knows that most individuals do not evacuate in Baton Rouge, but rather seek refuge
using a "shelter in place" strategy. Evacuation is not common in Baton Rouge due to its
inland location. Those who choose "moderate winds, few evacuate" receive a point. All
other responses do not receive points.
C-8 (1 point): Communication of current storm information and hurricane
procedures will be distributed in what manner? This question tests whether the housing
staff knows how they will communicate hurricane procedure information to on-campus
residents. Those who choose "electronically," "verbally," and "hard copy" receive a full
point. If the respondents do not select all three formats, they receive 1/3 of a point for
each correct selection. Those who answer "none of the above" or "don't know" do not
receive points.
C-9 (1 point): When management declares high wind conditions, where should
residents be relocated? Housing staff must know the location of the safest areas in the
building under high wind conditions. Individuals who select "first floor" and "hallway"
receive a full point. If respondents select only one correct answer, 1/2 of a point is
awarded. If respondents select only incorrect answers like "bathrooms," "closet," or
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"don't know" they receive a score of "0." If respondents select some correct and some
incorrect answers, they receive 1/2 of a point for each correct answer and are deducted
1/2 of a point for each incorrect answer.
C-10 (1 point): When a hurricane is projected to hit LSU, what preparations are
mandated concerning water reserves? The respondents must demonstrate that they are
aware of the policies for storing water before a hurricane hits campus. Respondents who
correctly answer "fill trashcans with water" and "fill bathtubs with water" receive a full
point. If they select only one correct answer, 1/2 of a point is awarded. If respondents
select only incorrect answers like "none," "buy gallons of water," or "don’t know" they
receive a score of "0." If respondents select some correct and some incorrect answers,
they receive 1/2 of a point for each correct answer and are deducted 1/2 of a point for
each incorrect answer.
C-11(1 point): What information must be obtained from medical risk residents?
Because housing staff is responsible for keeping track of any medical risk individuals
who are seeking refuge in LSU residential halls, it is important that respondents know
what information they need from such residents. Individuals who correctly answer "plan
of action in case of emergency," "name," and "type of medical concern" receive a full
point. If respondents do not choose all three correct answers, they receive 1/3 of a point
for each correct answer. If individuals select only incorrect answers such as "date of
most recent medical emergency," "in case of emergency contact," "home address,"
"marital status," or "don't know" they do not receive any points. If a respondents selects
some correct and some incorrect answers, they are given 1/3 of a point for each correct
answer and will have 1/3 of a point deducted for each incorrect answer.
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C-12 (1 point): At what wind speed are residents requested to seek shelter?
Housing staff must know at what wind speed they must require their residents to remain
inside for safety.

Those who correctly answer "45 mph" receive a point, and all other

responses do not receive any points.
C-13 (1 point): What mandated signal indicates it is safe for residents to exit the
building? Respondents must know what specific signal indicates that it is safe to exit the
building. Not knowing the specific signal could lead to incorrect assumptions that it is
safe to exit the building and could lead to safety concerns. Respondents who correctly
answer "air horn will blow" receive a point. All other responses do not receive points.
C-14 (1 point): Is LSU responsible for any lost, damaged, or stolen items that are
left behind on campus during a hurricane emergency? Housing staff needs to know that
their responsibilities do not extend to protecting on-campus residents personal property.
Those who answer "no" receive 1 point. All other answers do not receive points.
C-15 (1 point): Are you considered "Essential Personnel" by LSU? It is important
that respondents know that they are considered essential personnel to avoid any confusion
when specific duties are delegated "essential personnel" during an emergency. Those
who respond "yes" receive a point. All other responses do not receive points.
C-16 (1 point): What areas of the residence halls should be avoided during the
storm? Knowing the answer to this question is crucial to ensure the personal safety of
housing staff and the safety of residents. Those who correctly answer "lobbies," "doors,"
"windows," and "living rooms" receive a point. If respondents select only some of the
correct answers, they receive 1/4 of a point for each correct answer. Respondents who
only select incorrect answers such as "bedrooms," "bathrooms," "hallways," "closets," or
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"don't know" receive 0 points. Respondents who select some correct and some incorrect
answers receive 1/4 of a point for each correct answer and are penalized 1/4 of a point for
each incorrect answer.
C-17 (1 point): During the peak of a hurricane, what precautions should be
taken? Residents need to know the safest possible area in the residence buildings for the
apex of the hurricane. Respondents who select "close doors, stay in hallways" receive a
point. All other answers do not receive points.
C-18 (1 point): Standard practices to prepare for a hurricane include: It is
essential that RAs and RLC know important preparations residents must make in regards
to their vehicles prior to a hurricane strike. Those who correctly answer "fill up car tank
with gas," "make sure emergency brake is on," and "leave cars in assigned parking areas"
receive a point.
C-19 (not scored): How long have you been an RA (or RLC) for LSU? This
question is used as an interval dependent variable for predicting preparedness. The
longer an individual has been employed by housing, the more opportunities he/she has
had to gain knowledge on emergency procedures. This question is coded in decimal form
based on years. For example, and individual who has worked as a RA or RLC for 1 year
and 3 months receive a score of "1.25."
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Section D
This section is a series of questions used to gauge the third independent variable,
anxiety about hurricane preparedness.

Multiple Likert-scale questions are used to

measure anxiety levels because anxiety affects each person differently. All of these
questions are specifically geared to the respondents' anxiety in regards to their level of
hurricane preparation. There are six questions in Section D with an opportunity for 30
points total. Higher point scores from respondents indicate higher anxiety levels, while
lower scores reflect less anxiety.
D-1(5 points): As a Resident Assistant (or RLC), I feel well-prepared for this
hurricane season. This question is one way to measure the respondents' anxiety regarding
their overall preparedness for hurricane season. Responses are made on a scale from 1 to
5, with 1 indicating strong agreement with the statement and 5 strong disagreement with
the statement.
D-2 (5 points): I feel confident in the knowledge LSU has provided to prepare me
for hurricane season. This question gauge's the respondents' confidence in the amount of
information that the university has provided to them regarding hurricane season
preparations. Responses are made on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating strong
agreement with the statement and 5 strong disagreement with the statement.
D-3 (5 points): I am confident that my hurricane preparation knowledge would
contribute to keeping my residents safe during a hurricane. This questions gauges
whether the respondents' feel that the knowledge that they possess will be useful to help
keep their residents safe. This question is important because it reveals to the study
whether or not the residential staff feels that their hurricane knowledge is useful in
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practice. Responses are made on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating strong agreement
with the statement and 5 strong disagreement with the statement.
D-4 (5 points): I feel that I have adequate resources to acquire important supplies
for a hurricane emergency. This question reveals whether the residential staff feel that
they will have access to necessary resources and supplies in order to prepare for an
oncoming hurricane. Responses are made on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating strong
agreement with the statement and 5 strong disagreement with the statement.
D-5 (5 points): A LSU hurricane preparedness seminar/course would be useful
for role as a Resident Assistant. This question reveals whether respondents feel anxiety
about needing to acquire more hurricane preparation information. Reverse scoring is
used for this question. Those who choose "1: Strongly Agree" are given a score of 5
because they are exhibiting higher levels of anxiety by agreeing with the statement.
Those respondents who are not confident in the knowledge they already have will be
anxious to take additional seminars and courses to expand their knowledge regarding
hurricane preparations.
D-6 (5 points): I feel confident in my ability to answer any hurricane
preparedness questions from my residents. RAs and RLCs are liaisons between the
residents and the main body of residential staff. Those RAs and RLCs who are sure of
their hurricane preparedness knowledge will agree with the statement. Responses are
made on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating strong agreement with the statement and 5
indicating strong disagreement with the statement.
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Section E
This section gauges the fourth independent variable, anxiety regarding the
physical threat of hurricanes. Section D and Section E were made into two separate
categories because anxiety about preparedness and anxiety about the dangers of
hurricanes are two different measures. All of the questions in this section determine to
what degree respondents worry about their job security, being physical injured, losing
their home, or losing a loved one as a result of a hurricane.
Eight Likert-scale questions are used to measure anxiety about the physical threat
of hurricanes. For Section E, there are 40 possible points to earn. Higher point scores
from respondents indicate higher anxiety levels, while lower scores reflect less anxiety.
E-1 (5 points): I am concerned about a hurricane coming to my area. This
question is useful in gauging how much the respondents worry about a hurricane coming
to Baton Rouge. Responses are based on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating strong
agreement with the statement and 5 indicating strong disagreement with the statement.
Scoring for this question is reversed. Those who select “1: Strongly Agree” receive an
anxiety score of “5” because they are worried about a hurricane coming to Baton Rouge.
E-2 (5 points): I am worried I will have nowhere to live in Baton Rouge if a
hurricane came through. This question measures whether respondents feel that a
hurricane will impact their current living situation. Individuals who agree with the
statement are indicating that they are more anxious about the possible impacts on their
dwelling from a hurricane. Responses are made on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating
strong agreement with the statement and 5 indicating strong disagreement with the
statement. Scoring for this question is reversed. Those who select “1: Strongly Agree”
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receive an anxiety score of “5” because they are worried about their residence
withstanding hurricane conditions.
E-3 (5 points): I find myself thinking about how much it would cost me to replace
damaged belongings after a hurricane. This question determines whether or not
respondents worry about having the financial resources to replace any damaged items
following a storm. Responses are made on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating strong
agreement with the statement and 5 indicating strong disagreement with the statement.
Scoring for this question is reversed. Those who select “1: Strongly Agree” receive an
anxiety score of “5” because they are worried about the cost of replacing their damaged
belongings.
E-4 (5 points): I worry that I will experience bodily harm from a hurricane.
Respondents who agree with this statement are anxious about the possibility of a
hurricane physically harming them. Responses are made on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1
indicating strong agreement with the statement and 5 indicating strong disagreement with
the statement. Scoring for this question is reversed. Those who select “1: Strongly
Agree” receive an anxiety score of “5” because they are worried about receiving bodily
harm from a hurricane.
E-5 (5 points): I am nervous that friend or loved ones (or pets) will experience
harm from a hurricane. Respondents who may not feel individually threatened by a
hurricane, may still exhibit anxiety about the threat of hurricanes as it pertains to their
loved ones. Individuals who agree with the statement worry about the possibility of their
loved ones receiving harm from a hurricane. Responses are made on a scale from 1 to 5,
with 1 indicating strong agreement with the statement and 5 indicating strong
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disagreement with the statement. Scoring for this question is reversed. Those who select
“1: Strongly Agree” receive an anxiety score of “5” because they are worried about their
loved ones experiencing physical harm from a hurricane.
E-6 (5 points): I am concerned about my job security regarding any job I have
following a hurricane. Individuals who agree with this statement are worried about the
stability of their job following a hurricane.

Hurricane damage can lead to many

businesses permanently closing because they cannot afford to repair and reopen after a
storm. Individuals who may not be worried about receiving physical harm, may exhibit
anxiety about retaining their job following a hit from a hurricane. Responses are made on
a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating strong agreement with the statement and 5
indicating strong disagreement with the statement. Scoring for this question is reversed.
Those who select “1: Strongly Agree” receive an anxiety score of “5” because they are
worried about their job security following a storm.
E-7 (5 points): I feel LSU has assured me of my safety during a hurricane. This
question gauges the degree to which respondents feel secure about their hurricane safety
when they are at LSU. Unlike the other questions in this section, this question is scored
normally. For example, those who select “1” or strongly agree that LSU has assured
them of their safety receive an anxiety score of “1.”
E-8 (5 points): I feel reassured that LSU will help me with any
reconstruction/restoration after a hurricane. This statement helps to determine whether
the respondents have any anxiety about LSU helping during the recovery phase following
a hurricane. This question is scored similarly to E-7. The anxiety score is the same
number value as the respondent's survey selection.
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Section F
This section is not used as a variable in the model. The purpose of Section F is
for descriptive statistical discussion.

Hurricane Isaac was the only hurricane to hit

Louisiana during the 2012 hurricane season. Section E determines the degree to which
Isaac influenced the RAs and RLCs knowledge, anxiety, risk perceptions, and
preparedness. In other words, had Hurricane Isaac had not come to Louisiana this year,
would we exhibit different values for knowledge, anxiety, risk perception, and
preparedness.
F-1: Did you receive special training or instructions about your role as an RA or
RLC if Isaac were to hit Baton Rouge? This question reveals if the respondents received
any kind of special training specific to Hurricane Isaac. If so, the additional training
could have skewed the survey results for knowledge and preparedness scores to reflect
higher scores.
F-2: My training as an RA for Hurricane Isaac increased my level or
preparedness for this hurricane season and future hurricane season. This Likert-Scale
question reveals how useful the RAs and RLCs viewed the preparedness training they
received for Hurricane Isaac. The responses to this question are on a scale from 1 to 5,
with lower values corresponding with agreement with the statement and higher values
indicating disagreement with the statement.
F-3: If it were not for Hurricane Isaac, I would not be knowledgeable about my
duties as an RA or RLC during a hurricane. This Likert-scale question determines
whether the preparedness scores are higher strictly due to the specific training for
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Hurricane Isaac. In other words, if Hurricane Isaac had not come to LSU, would have the
housing staff still scored as high for knowledge and preparedness?
F-4: I had a strong knowledge base about hurricane preparedness as an RA
before Hurricane Isaac formed. This Likert-scale question helps to estimate what the
difference in preparedness scores would be before and after Hurricane Isaac. Those who
agree with the statement would probably have similar preparedness scores before and
after Hurricane Isaac formed. Those who disagree with the statement would likely have
higher preparedness scores after Hurricane Isaac than before the formation of Hurricane
Isaac.
F-5: My exposure to Isaac through the media increase my general knowledge
about hurricanes.

This Likert-scale question helps determine to what degree the

knowledge scores are skewed due to the influence of the media. When a hurricane is
projected to hit a location, that area will be inundated with media coverage that can
provide an outlet for hurricane knowledge and preparation information.
F-6: The media exaggerated the impacts of hurricane Isaac on Baton Rouge
before Isaac made landfall. This question determined whether the respondents view the
media as reliable for hurricane information.

If respondents feel that the media

exaggerated the impacts of Hurricane Isaac, they may be less likely to take media
warnings seriously in the future.
F-7: The media coverage on Isaac increased my anxiety about the threat of
hurricane to Baton Rouge. This question determines whether the media skewed the
respondents’ anxiety level about the threat of Hurricane Isaac. It also determines the
level of importance that the RAs and RLCs place on the media's warnings.
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F-8: The media coverage of Isaac will negatively impact the importance I place
on media sources during future hurricanes. This question is useful for LSU to use for
future planning to determine whether the university needs to increase preparedness
training due to residence staff placing less importance on media information.
F-9: Following Isaac, my anxiety about the physical danger of hurricanes
has…This question quantifies the extent to which Hurricane Isaac changed the
respondents' anxiety level regarding hurricanes. This information is useful to discuss the
psychological pitfalls that can occur in hurricane situations. For example, when a strong
hurricane hits a location, residents may feel more anxiety regarding the threat of
hurricanes because they experience a strong storm. Hurricane Isaac was not a powerful
storm in comparison to past hurricane in Louisiana, so it is likely that respondents
experience decreased or no change in anxiety levels.
F-10a and F-10b: Before Isaac formed I thought the chance of a hurricane
coming to Baton Rouge in a given year was…After Isaac, I think the chance of a
hurricane coming to Baton Rouge in a given year is…This question gauges if respondents
have experienced a change in risk perception. Changes in risk perception are a common
psychological pitfall. Just because one event has occurred, the chance of the same event
happening again has not changed (Howe 2009). These answers to these questions are
discussed in terms of their positive or negative change in perception.
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Section G
This section contains questions that are coded into dummy variables for statistical
analysis. The demographic variables are the final independent variables in the model to
describe hurricane preparedness and anxiety.
G-1: Are you male or female? This question is used to determine whether gender
affects hurricane preparedness and anxiety levels.

Dummy coding is used for this

question.
G-2: What year were you born? This question is used to determine whether any
variations in age influence preparedness and anxiety levels. Dummy coding is used for
this question.
G-3: Are you an international student? This question determines whether being
an international student impacts hurricane preparedness and anxiety levels.
G-4: What would you consider your race or ethnicity? This question determines
whether race impacts preparedness and anxiety levels. Dummy coding is used for this
question.
G-5: Where is your primary home located? This question is used to determine the
respondents distance from the coast. It is used to gauge if greater distances from the
coast impact anxiety and preparedness levels.
G-6: How long have you lived in Baton Rouge? This question is entered into
statistical software as a numerical value. For example, if a respondent has lived in Baton
Rouge for 6 years and 6 months, they are entered into the software as "6.5." This
question is used to determine whether the length of residency in Baton Rouge impacts
respondents’ preparedness and anxiety levels.
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G-7: Do you personally own a motor vehicle that is with you in Baton Rouge?
This question is used to determine whether owning a vehicle impacts anxiety levels.
Dummy coding used for this question.
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Appendix C: Information Letter for Survey

115

Appendix D: Institutional Review Board Approval

116

About the Author
Ashley Weatherall received her Bachelor's Degree from the University of West
Florida in 2011 in Environmental Studies with a focus on policy. Her undergraduate
research focuses on multidecadal drought variability in the Southeastern United States.
In addition to this research, she has a Geographic Information System (GIS) certificate
and has been a volunteer and employee for the United States Environmental Protection
Agency. Ashley began her Master's Degree at the University of South Florida (USF) in
the fall of 2011 and began to tailor her research interests toward disaster management and
response within the Geography, Environment and Planning Department at USF. She has
received a number of awards recognizing her academic achievements: UWF's
Outstanding Undergraduate of Year for the Honor's Program and the Environmental
Studies Program in 2011, UWF's Sophia Award for the highest GPA in the UWF Honor's
Program, and the Tharp Scholarship for this master's thesis. Ashley hopes to pursue a
Ph.D. in the near future and explore research topics regarding global health.

